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TABLE I 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Number of Applications Filed 
Type of Application June ist 3 months of fiscal year 
1950 1960-61 1959-60 





I. Certification 69 199 245 
tI. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights i) 13 ook 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status - 1 4 
IV. Conciliation Services ile 310 385 


V. Determination under 
Section. 69 of: Act : yf 2 


we, Consent to Barly 
Termination of Agreement - - bs 


VII. Declaration that 


Strike Unlawful 5 8 8 

here. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - 2 z 
IX. Consent to Prosecute fi 30 hi 


X. Miscellaneous = te a 


TOTAL 200 566 683 





TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





J Number le Late: 
June Lst 3*fionths of .fiscal year 
1950 1960-61 1959-60 





Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 79 ocd 354 
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TABLE III 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 


Number of Applications Disposed of 
Type of Application June lst 3 months of fiscal year 
1960 1960-61 1959-60 





I. Certification 88 510 208 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 6 15 23 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status* 1 6 2 
IV. Conciliation Services 127 293 400 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act - 2 5 
VI. Consent to Early Termination 
of Agreement ~ a - 
VII. Declaration that Strike 
Unlawful 4 Hei 12 
VIII. Declaration that Lockout 
Unlawful - uf 3 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 13 35 aa 
X. Miscellaneous - ~ 1 
TOTAL: 239, 574 685 








*This does not include cases in which the question of suc- 
cessor status arises as a collateral issue. 
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- 85 - 
TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


No. Appl'ns Disposed of Emp loyees* 
Disposition June 1st 3 mos. fiscal yr. June list mos. ITiscal yr 


1960 6061 59-60 0 o- 





I. Certification 


Certified 
eee 55 Pe) 125 1364 3759 2788 
Other 16 24 gee pie) 636 736 
Total. Ut 155 151 1899 4395 3524 

Dismissed 
‘ate 13 31 35 667 1272 2439 
Other ay 9 fey _64 436 470 
Total 16 4O 4o 731 1708 2909 

Withdrawn 
Cit . a3 12 4 352 106 
Other ie ne 3 eon ates 
Total 15 15 4 361 147 
TOTAL: 88 210 2038 2634 6464 580 
Certification para ah his eta ira 

Applications 


Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with the 
Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 86 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


No. Appl'ns Disposed of ““Hmp loyees * 
Disposition gune 165 mos, fiscal yr. vuneist 3 mos. tiscali vy 


1960 60-51 59-60 1960 ~ 60-61 59-60 


t.. Termination 
Bargaining Rights 


Terminated 
CLC 2 5 10 Oe) o3ie 428 
Other ae Os n 19 56 4 
Total 3 7 cm) LL 204 430 
Dismissed 
CLC 3 3 10 12 12 485 
Other an ie 2 a eo 11 
Total 3 4 12 Le 29 496 
Withdrawn 
CLC - 4 - - 380 - 
Other ee ae tye IB eAey pote a 
Total - 4 - - 380 - 
TOTAL: a) ie) 25 125 613 928 
Termination ass m2 vr, 
Applications 


Disposed of 
*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 


and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 87 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition June ist 3 months of fiscal year 
1960 1960-61 1959-60 





Titi. . Successor Status 


be 
wm 
ne) 


Granted 


i 
I 
I 


Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


Total 


i |, |, 
ih 
© io | 


i er ee a Se nme rae ste ae sone ste ‘ mee te eet 


I. Conciliation Boovi Cenk 
heferred 
CLC he, 23 
Other 20 37 48 
Total 119 276 362 
Dismissed 
CLC ui i 
Other mee nee - 
Total 2 5 
Withdrawn 
CLC 5 
Other mo! 
Total 
pL OTAL: 12 
Conciliation 


Applications 
Disposed of 


*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 


claiming successor status. 
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-~ 88 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition June ist 3 months of fiscal year 
1960 1960-61 1959-60 





V. Determination under 
Section 


! 


Granted - 


= 


Dismissed - 
Withdrawn - 


Totals: ~ 


ln lo Bow 


Io | 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of 


Agreement 


Granted - 


= 
i 


Dismissed - 


Withdrawn - 


ll |, 


Total 


VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Granted ba 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 


Total 
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- 89 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of Applications Disposed of 


wea ee 








Disposition June ist. 3 months of fiscal year 
1950 I960-6I 1959-60 





VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted - ia a 
Dismissed - - - 
Withdrawn - 


or is, 
Total - pe wes 


Consent. to 


~ Prosecute 
Granted A 10 20 
Dismissed | ~ 2 5 
Withdrawn 22 23 6 
Total 3 BY) 3l 


X. Miscellaneous* 


Granted - - oe 
Dismissed - - 1 
Withdrawn hee ce ce 

Total _ © _t 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 





Number of Votes 
Disposition June 1st 3 months of fiscal year 





(1) 


Certification After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No dy 6 ney 


Choice between 
2 unions s 7 ri 


Other - - - 
Total Certified 7 13 18 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 


Lo 10 


ON 


Yes-No 


Choice between 
2 unions 3 6 3 


Other - - ~ 


Total Dismissed 


& 
is 


GRAND TOTAL: 16 
Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


| 
Bl bs 
| 

Ww 


(1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, page 3. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING JUNE, 1960. 





Bargaining Agents Certified During June 
No Vote Conducted 


18,073-59: International Union of Electrical Radio & Machine 
Workers AFL-CIO-CLC, (Applicant) v. RCA Victor Ltd. 
(Prescott) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office, clerical and technical employees of the 
respondent in Prescott, save and except plant manager, 
personnel manager, one secretary to each of such managers, 
purchasing agent, budget control manager, production control 
manager, manager of manufacturing, resident engineer, quality 
control manager, supervisors, foremen and persons above the 
rank of supervisor and foreman, nurse, guards and buyers." 
(33 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board declares 
that Wm. H. Moore, test engineer, M. Coombs, methods 
engineer "A", C. Tackaberry, A. Rowlands, E. Mosley, 
F. Lapensee and H. Brown, methods engineers, exercise 
managerial functions within the meaning of section 1 
(3)(b) of The Labour Relations Act, and that Mrs. 
Marilyn A. Black, steno-clerk, and Mrs. A. Bradley, 
stenographer, are employed in a confidential capacity 
in matters relating to labour relations within the 
meaning of section 1(3)(b) of The Labour Relations Act 
and that such persons are not included in the bargain- 
ing unit. 


The Board further declares that Miss Arlene 
Johnston, steno-clerk, Leslie R. McAllister, Wilmont 
Horner and A. Signet, cost control clerks, R. Ruston, 
floor time controller, Mrs. Audrey Hough, typist-clerk, 
Mrs. E.K. Parrott, steno-clerk and Miss Geraldine 
Sterrett, technical stenographer, are included in the 
bargaining unit." 


Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent as to the exclusion of Wm. H. Moore, 
M. Coombs, C. Tackaberry, A. Rowlands, E. Mosley, 
F. Lapensee, H. Brown, Mrs. Marilyn A. Black and Mrs. 
A. Bradley. I would have included them in the 
bargaining unit.” 
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18,111~59: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America AFL-CIO Food Handlers Local Union 175 (Applicant) 
v. Lottman's Imperial Bakery Limited 181 Baldwin Street, 
Toronto, Ontario. (Power Super Markets Limited Stores 
concessions) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its concessions at 
the Power Super Markets Limited, save and except head office 
Supervisors, persons above the rank of head office supervisor, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week, 
and students hired for the school vacation period." 

(41 employees in the unit). (Unit agreed to by the parties). 


18,300-59: The International Hod Carriers' Building and 
Common Labourers' Union of America, Local No. 60 eae 
v. Powell Equipment Company Limited (Port Arthur) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Port Arthur, save 
and except supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
persons in the administrative and general office department, 
the sales division and the service department.” 

(16 employees in the unit). 


18,427-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Wurfel Construction Limited (in the 
County of Welland) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the County of Welland, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (18 employees in the unit). 


18,907-59: Retail Clerks International Association, Local 206 
(Applicant) v. Irvine & Francis Limited (Brockville) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its stores in 
Brockville, save and except grocery department managers, 
product department managers, persons above the rank of grocery 
and produce department managers, office staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the summer vacation period." 

(34 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"For purposes of clarity, the Board declares 


that persons described as meat department managers 
are included in the bargaining unit." 
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GW. Reed, Vice-Chairman, said: 


"My findings in this case are made solely 
on the basis of the evidence before us at this 
time and on the agreement of the parties that 
the evidence taken with respect to the grocery, 
produce and meat department supervisors of 
Brockville Store No. 45 would be representative 
of the duties and responsibilities of the same 
personnel at Brockville-Northgate Store No. 48, 
despite the obvious difference in the size of the 
operation. I am satisfied that up to the present 
time the management structure of the respondent 
differs from that usually encountered in the chain 
store retail food business. It is noted that the 
respondent operates comparatively few stores at 
the present time. 


I am satisfied that there is no person who 
may properly be deseribed as a store manager in 
the sense of having an overall direction of 
responsibility for the store and employees there- 
aN « 


I note the agreement of the parties to ex- 
clude from the bargaining unit Ken Haggett and 
also the persons described by the applicant as 
store managers and by the respondent as grocery 
department managers. 


Having regard to the above considerations, 
I find that the persons described as produce 
department managers exercise a managerial 
function within the meaning of section 1 (3) (b) 
of The Labour Relations Act, but that the persons 
described as meat department managers do not exer- 
cise such a function." 


Board Member, C.C. Young dissented and said: 


"I dissent with respect to the inclusion 
of meat department managers. While the 
evidence with respect to the exercise of manage- 
ment functions by the manager of the meat depart- 
ment is not so clear as it is with respect to the 
other two classifications, I would have regard for 
the organizational structure of the company and 
exclude them from the unit." 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 
"I dissent with respect to the exclusion of 


produce department managers. I would have in- 
cluded them in the bargaining unit." 
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19,059-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2693, 
(Applicant) v. W.G. Reid Logging (woods operations at 
Grassy Narrows Bay of Rainy Lake as described in License 
#D 776 in the territorial District of Rainy River) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in its woods 
Operations at Grassy Narrows Bay of Rainy Lake as described 
in license #D 776 in the territorial District of Rainy River, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff and scalers." (31 employees in the unit). 


19,222-59: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers - AFL-CIO-CLC, (Applicant) v. Canadian 
Westinghouse Co. Ltd. (at its Plant #7 at Brantford) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all office, clerical and technical employees of the 
respondent at its Plant #7 at Brantford, save and except fore- 
men, senior cost clerk, engineering supervisor, senior 
engineering assistant, quality control supervisors, manu- 
facturing services supervisors, accounting supervisor, and 
persons above those ranks; buyers; security guards; methods- 
time study-rat@ setting employess and secretaries to the 
industrial relations manager and the plant manager.’ 

(32 employees in the as 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the senior production planner, 
and the following section heads are included 
in the bargaining unit: (3 names follow). 


The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties to exclude the following occupational 
classifications from the bargaining unit: 
senior cost clerk, engineering supervisor, 
senior engineering assistant, manufacturing 
services supervisors, accounting supervisor, 
and the methods~-time study-rate setting 
employees.” 


19,246-59: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Murray Printing and Gravure Limited 


(Weston) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all engineer-watchmen in the employ of the respondent 
at eR save and except foreman.” (4 employses in the 
unit). 
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19,421-59: London Typographical Union No. 133, plicant) 
v. H. J. Jones & Sons Limited (London) ean t 


Unit: "all compositors and their apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent at London, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(4 employees in the unit). 


19,503-59: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and | Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW ) 
(Applicant) v. International Harvester Company of Canada 
Limited, Sales and Service Division, Hamilton District 
Office (Respondent). 


Unit No. 1: "all office employees of the Sales and Service 
Division, Hamilton District Office, of the respondent, save 
and except supervisors and persons above the rank of super- 
visor, accountant, secretary to the district manager, payroll 
clerk and motor truck machine stockman."” (16 employees in 
the unit). 


J. Finkelman, Q.C., said: 


"For the purposes of clarity, I declare that 
the collector and the motor truck parts stockman 
are included in the bargaining unit. My conclusion 
with respect to the exclusion from the unit of the 
motor truck machine stockman (Ken Daniels) is based 
on the fact that the representativeof the applicant 
union has agreed with the representative of the 
respondent company that A. E. Villeneuve be excluded 
from the bargaining unit. In this connection, it 
should be noted that the examiner's report in this 
case records the evidence of C. J. Munro, the res- 
pondent company's district manager , that 
Villeneuve 'does the same work in the farm equip- 
ment department' as Ken Daniels does in the motor 
truck 'department', which evidence has in no way 
been challenged by the applicant union.” 


Board Member H.F. Irwin, said: 


I coneur in the decision of the Chairman 
except in so far as he would include the col- 
lector in the bargaining unit. I would have 
excluded the collector from this bargaining unit 
on the ground that he would not appropriately be 
included in an office unit. 
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Board Member D.B. Archer said; 


"I coneur in the decision of the Chairman 
except in so far as he would exclude the motor 
truck machine stockman from the bargaining unit. 
To my mind there is nothing in the evidence which 
warrants a finding that Daniels either exercises 
managerial functions or is employed in a con- 
fidential capacity in matters relating to labour 
relations. There is nothing in the evidence 
before the Board or in the examiner's report 
which indicates a sufficient reason for the ex- 
clusion of Villeneuve and since, according to the 
evidence presented to the examiner by the company, 
Villeneuve does the same work as Daniels, I would 
have included Villeneuve in the bargaining unit.” 


19,592-60: United Garment Workers of America (Applicant) 
v. Bude Sportswear Company Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foreman, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office and sales staff and persons regularly employed 
for i more than 24 hours per week." (15 employees in the 
unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Following the first hearing the respondent 
made certain charges with respect to the membership 
evidence submitted by the applicant. The case was 
then relisted for continuation of hearing. Just 
prior to this hearing taking place the respondent 
withdrew its charges. At the continuation of the 
hearing the applicant appeared and stated formally, 
that it denied the charges and would have been 
prepared to meet them if they had not been with- 
Grawn. The Board wishes to make it clear that noth- 
ing has taken place in this case which in any way 
reflects on the integrity of the applicant or its 
representatives. 


The Board notes the request of the applicant 
under section 12 (3) of The Labour Relations Act 
but makes no ruling on this request at this time." 


19,679-60: National Union of Public Service Employees, 
eas ae v. Incinerator Board of Mimico and New Toronto 
Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except 
Superintendent and persons above the rank of superintendent." 
(5 employees in the unit). 


19,690-60: Building Service Employees! International Union 
DOGG tet, Aal s (Ol sy (CabeUe, CeolaGu.) (Applicant) v. Norwich 
Union Life Insurance Society. (60 Yonge Street, Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all maintenance employees of the respondent at 60 
Yonge Street, Toronto, save and except superintendent, 
persons above the rank of superintendent, night supervisors, 
Stationary engineers and persons primarily engaged as their 
helpers, office staff and persons regularly employed for not 
eeaEar eH twenty-four hours per week." (12 employees in the 
unit). 


19,741-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers BaP REGENT v. Baker Carpet Cleaning 
Company (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver deliverymen in the employ of the respondent 
at Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 

of foreman, and office and sales staff." (5 employees in 

the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
Geclares that the employees who occasionally drive 
trucks in their work for the purposes of laying 
and cleaning carpets are not included in the 
bargaining unit." 


19,760-60: United Plant Guard Workers of America Local Union 
No. 1958 Amalgamated Plant Guards, of Plant Guard Employees 

of the City of Windsor (Applicant) v. Massey Ferguson Limited. 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all plant guards, including firemen, in the employ of 
the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except guard 
sergeants, fire inspectors, and persons above the rank of 
guard sergeant or fire inspector." (19 employees in the unit). 


19,804-60: National Union of Public Service Employees, 
(Applicant) v. Corporation of the Town of Mimico. (Works, 
Sanitation and Parks Departments) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the works, sanitation and parks 
departments of the respondent, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office staff." 
(20 employees in the unit). 
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19,812-60: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, I.B. 
of T., (Applicant) v. A. W. Crowle Sewer Pipe Supply Limited. 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit). 


19.821-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. McKee Bros. Limited (Elmira) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Elmira, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week and students hired for the school vacation 
period.” (64 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In the light of the evidence presented, 
the Board finds that no weight can be given to 
the petition filed with the Board in opposition 
to the application and containing the signatures 
of certain employees of the respondent." 


19,822-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers; Ayer Storage (Ontario); (Applicant) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796. 
(Metropolitan Torontc) (Respondent). 


Unit #1: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
forenan, office and sales staff, students hired for the school 
vacation period, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week, refrigeration compressor operators, 
Stationary engineers, chief engineer and persons above the 


rank of chief engineer." (10 employees in the unit). 
Unit #2: “all refrigerator compressor operators and stationary 


engineers in the employ of the respondent at its plant at 
Metropolitan Toronto, save and except the chief engineer. 
(3 employees in the unit). 


19.840-60: Sheet Metal Workers' International Association, 
Local Union 562, (Applicant) v. H. Boehmer & Co., Limited. 
(Kitchener) (Respondent). 


aa Ape aie 
iyi ms , it ate 
i : Ah sth a) 


ae 

i 

oe as vy 
a) q 


he. 





7 si . Ne An ea ie ol “pt FE lounge ca gin 
y ea bm aneuiaed \ Baek 
Jboabelt ycaawe sae ty we elt nt ae! A 0" igen jens ¥e 


| 
NY 4 Aue yy 1 
as 
A 


| La reaani: ta tines E * 

? ‘Yo anet aad svods nos eats rn Yo 
(tens oie nt sesyolaqnme ra | vhes seo 

ivi eae 


gol roma to ‘attenttoW ont boone 10 
i re . (Snebrogeeh) (sakmr a) Deatinhy . 


bia ovne ,orield vs shape men 10 busin és 
‘bas gottto ..wemetot Io amet ony eveds on is irre . 
#S neft stom toa tot bexyofqme vyiawsiuget miei <Tisse ; 
rohyeosv Loortoe adz “ot beitd esoubusds bas a) 70d . 
| «(Sint orld ied aesyorqima bot 


\ , ae} 


‘sowollot we biboot ari? Bearonns Brno 



















hi 
Wuieyt 


betiseetg sonablys ead ‘to Itptl orld a" AA 
od 'tis¥ ts od tao tiatew on dard shabt Pine ony Any a 
noksesogdqo At) hr oe ont Aviw beth? wolgiveg ofa 9 A 
eens era. & 4713 Ae ey LSanas brs noticoliqqe act ov 1 is nat 
i Jasbnoqew and to sesyolame alattas ‘to a 






BUTT pat? hse ge oT to ae gt ora (snotventeval + 

. oth fers name wotonreW OCF fasal  greqiell Bne qumeanonen 

vw ( pen s(ohdredit ) HReNOTE Wena yartevied euvonnaliag 

eoey La ba .@ ey h ark nia 29 Hod MO f{srottaniedinl : if 

baahsrone en) (od pono? hes carta 


asviilogoerdel te a: rte brag a ots ad to esuyvaigiie gre" aL 

0 ras of) evoda SBroatog ayy Yqsoxe baa ovee ,ojnotet 

foodoa ed?) 402 tanta ZInobLae. <Viete ¢eise Orig sot th. aa | 

mens @tO0 ocxy SOS HOLONG ie corsa. baying Mikaela eOOol tan ote 
RNTIOPHKIAAO Wess WTOO most sSs andy 'tet peaow 10% ateiod’ 

eds evois anoeteq bog taentaune Talo eeondgas. vravoldais 

(tte odd at seayotqm Of) ". tears Verde tO sient | 


» 







~~ 


Vtarotiate bas etosateqgo toneetqmos toOlsetepl Tie iis" 
, te tastq ett ta Yashorgeet sit Ye yolgus sid ut ates 


* toonluae Tedito td IGooKe bine eyes aBbogomwoT wise lo he 


Bh dai alg ot re 5 hoe 


Mottatoones Laudtdanveral * 
~Hbetintd ..99 8 ‘remnood . 





LOO 


Unit: "all sheet metal workers and their apprentices and 
helpers in training of the respondent employed at and working 
out of Kitchener, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(18 employees in the unit). 


19,841-60: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers Union of America - Local 527 (AF.L - C.I.0.), 
(Applicant) v. Bruce MacDonald Ltd. (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at Ottawa, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(22 employees in the unit). 


19,853-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America, 
(Applicant) v. McKinney Skillcraft Limited. (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." (40 employees in the unit). 


19,854-60: International Association of Machinists, 
(Applicant) v. Morse Chain of Canada Limited. (Simcoe) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Simcoe, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, head shipper, chief storeskeeper and expediter." 
+33 employees in the unit). 

Unit agreed to by the parties). 


19.864-60: Ready-Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, I.B. 
of T., (Applicant) v. E. C. Frankland Haulage. (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (10 employees in the unit). 


9,865-60: International Hod Carriers' & Common Labourers' 
Union of America, Local No. 1059 (Applicant) v. Schwenger 
Construction Limited. (Tillsonburg) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at its Tillsonburg Sewage Treatment Plant Project 

at Tillsonburg, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." (11 employees in the 
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19,866-60: Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association, 
Local Union #233 (Applicant) v. Imperial Surgical Company 
(Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "All employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (50 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the draftsmen are a part of the 
office staff and excluded from the bargaining 
unit but that shipping room craters, stock 
room men and truck drivers are included in the 
bargaining unit." 


19.867-60: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union, 
Local 466 pease ten v. Sterling Marking Products Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week.” (4 employees in the unit). 


19,870-60: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 

of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Wagrehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Dingwall Motors (Chatham) Limited (Windsor) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Windsor, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, car and truck salesmen and parts road salesmen." 

(31 employees in the unit). 





19,874-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:C1IO:CLC, (Applicant) v. The Garvin Hardware Co., Limited 
(Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (10 employees.in the unit). 


19.875-60: International Hod Carriers' Building & Common 
Labourers' Union of America, Local No. 1059, (Applicant) v. 
The Frid Construction Company Limited. (City of London and 

the area surrounding the city limits within twenty-five miles) 
(Respondent). 
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Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in the City of London and the area surrounding 

the city limits within twenty-five miles, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (22 employees in the unit). 


19,877-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, C.L.C. (Applicant) v. E. C. King Contracting Limited. 
(Owen Sound) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Owen Sound, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office and sales staff." (28 employees in the unit). 


19.878-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Union Local 647, 
of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America, (Applicant) v. Lakeshore 
Bakery Limited. (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver salesmen and special delivery men in the 
employ of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, save and 
except Supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week, 
and students hired for the school vacation period." 

(5 employees in the unit). 


19,.882-60: General Drivers, Local Union 989, affiliated with 
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. M. Loeb 
Limited. (Pembroke) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Pembroke, save 

and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week, and students hired for the school 

vacation period." (8 employees in the unit). 


19.896-60: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
v. Fry and Blackhall Limited (Wingham) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Wingham, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
staff." (33 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"For the purposes of clarity the Board 


declares that there are presently no foremen 
in the employ of the respondent. 
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19.902-60: International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 
Labourers Union of America, Local #1081, (Applicant) v. 
Lavern Asmussen Limited. (Kitchener and the County of 
Waterloo) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in that portion of Waterloo County lying south of 
a line commencing at the junction of Waterloo and Wellington 
Counties and 13A Kitchener suburban road; thence along 13A 
Kitchener suburban road to its junction with County Road 13; 
thence travelling in a south-westerly direction along County 
Road 13 to its junction with the proposed Highway 401: thence 
travelling along Highway 401 to its junction with County Road 
No. 6; thence along County Road No. 6 westerly to the road 
between lots 30 and 31 on Concession 12 North Dumphries 
Township; thence in a southerly direction along that road to 
County Road 16; thence east on County Road 16 to its junction 
with County Road 18; thence south on County Road 18 to its 
junetion with Highway 24A, and thence along Highway 24A to 
the County boundary." (3 employees in the unit). 


19.903-60: International Hod Carriers’ Building and Common 
Labourers' Union of America, Local Union #1081, (Applicant) 
v. Ball Brothers Limited. (City of Kitchener and County of 

Waterloo) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in that portion of Waterloo County lying south of 
a line commencing at the junction of Waterloo and Wellington 
Counties and 13A Kitchener suburban road; thence along 13A 
Kitchener suburban road to its junction with County Road 13; 
thence travelling in a south-westerly direction along County 
Road 13 to its junction with the proposed Highway 401: thence 
travelling along Highway 401 to its junction with County Road 
No. 63 thence along County Road No. 6 westerly to the road 
between lots 30 and 31 on Concession 12 North Dumphries Town- 
ship; thence in a southerly direction along that road to 
County Road 16; thence east on County Road 16 to its junction 
with County Road 18; thence south on County Road 18 to its 
junction with Highway e4A, and thence along Highway 24A to the 
County boundary. (15 employees in the unit). 


19.926-60: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, I1.B. 
of T., (Applicant) v. Garnet Building Products Limited. 

(at Britannia Road, in the Township of Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of the company's plant at Britannia Road, in the 
Township of Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(5 employees in the unit). 
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19.927-60: Textile Workers Union of America, CLC., AFL-CIO, 
geese v. Midland Industries Limited. (Penetang) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of Fern Shoe, a division of Midland 
Industries Limited, at Penetang, save and except foremen, 
foreladies, persons above the rank of foreman or forelady, 

persons engaged in shoe designing, security guards and persons reg’ 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week. 

(180 employees in the unit). 


19,.932-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Weston Bakeries Limited (at its 
Pape Avenue Depot in Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Pape Avenue 

Depot in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office staff, driver salesmen and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(8 employees in the unit). 


19.939-60: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 

and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW 

(Applicant) v. Canadian Motor Lamp Company Limited (Bracebridge 
Division in Draper Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Bracebridge 
Division in Draper Township, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, and office staff." 

(71 employees in the unit). 


19.968-60: Draftsmen's Association of Ontario Local 164 
American Federation of Technical Engineers - AFL-CIO, 
(Applicant) v. Consumers Glass Company, Limited. (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: “all draftsmen, apprentice draftsmen and tracers in the 
employ of the respondent at Toronto, save and except drafting 
Supervisors and persons above the rank of drafting supervisor." 
(6 employees in the unit). 


-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers 
International Union Local 351, (Applicant) v. Toilet Laundries 
(Ontario) Limited. (Toronto see (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Toronto plant, 
Save and except foremen, supervisors, persons above the rank 
of foreman or supervisor, office and sales staff, drivers, and 
students hired for the school vacation period." 

(78 employees in the unit). 
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19,978-60: Operative Plasterers’ and Cement Masons' 
International ASsociation of United States and Canada Local 
124, (Applicant) v. Durie Mosaic & Marble Limited. (Ottawa) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: “all cement masons and their apprentices and helpers 
of the respondent employed at and working out of Ottawa, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 


19.979-60: The National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. Fairhaven Home For The Aged (Peterborough) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
housekeeper, chief engineer, chief chef, persons above the 
rank of housekeeper, chief engineer and chief chef, nurses 
and office staff." (31 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"With respect to medical staff the Board 
directs the attention of the parties to Section 
1(3) (a) of The Labour Relations Act, by Virtue 
of which members of the medical profession are 
excluded from bargaining units." 


19,980-60: American Federation of Grain Millers, AFL-CIO, CLC., 
as an International Union, (Applicant) v. Dutton Flour Mills. 
(Dutton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Dutton, save and 
except superintendent, manager, persons above the rank of 
superintendent or manager, and office and sales staff." 

(8 employees in the unit). 


19.981-60: Operative Plasterers' and Cement Masons' 
International Association of United States and Canada Local 
124, (Applicant) v. George E. Carson Limited (Ottawa) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all cement masons and their apprentices and helpers of 
the respondent employed at and working out of Ottawa, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (3 employees in the unit). 


19,.982-60} Retail Clerks International Association, affil- 
lated with the Canadian Labour Congress (Applicant) v. 
Vernon's Grocery and Locker Service Limited (Dryden) 
(Respondent). 
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Unit No. 1: "all employees of the respondent in its bakery, 
confectionery and soda fountain business at Dryden, save and 
except manager, persons above the rank of manager, office 
staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours 
per week and students hired for the school vacation periods.' 
(7 employees in the unit). (unit agreed to by parties). 


Unit No. 2: “all employees of the respondent engaged in its 
retail store and locker service at Dryden, save and except 
manager, persons above the rank of manager, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week 
and students hired for the school vacation periods." 

(11 employees in the unit). (unit agreed to by parties). 


19,985-60: Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees! & 
Bartenders’ International Union, (Applicant) v. Zantav Company 
Limited. (Zanzibar Tavern at ReGoHion (Respondent). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar boys and 
liiprovers in the employ of the respondent at the Zanzibar 
Tavern at Toronto, save and except manager, persons above the 
rank of manager and persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week." (3 employees in the unit). 


19,986-60: Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees' & 
Bartenders' International Union, (Applicant) v. Bermuda 
Tavern. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar boys 

and improvers in the employ of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except manager, persons above the rank of manager and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (4 employees in the unit). 


19.987-60: The Bricklayers! and Masons' Union Local No. 1 
Ontario, of the Bricklayers', Masons' and Plasterers’ 
International Union of America, (Applicant) v. Mrs. Margarete 
Roth. (in the County of Wentworth, except the Township of 
Beverly; the County of Halton, except that portion East of 
Sixteen Mile Creek from the Lakeshore to the Queen Elizabeth 
Highway and that portion East of the Sixth Line North from 
the Queen Elizabeth Highway; Townships of North and South 
Grimsby and Caistor in County of Lincoln; and the County of 
Haldimand except Townships of Moulton and Dunn) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all bricklayers and bricklayers' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the County of Wentworth, except 
the Township of Beverly; the County of Halton, except that 
portion East of Sixteen Mile Creek from the Lakeshore to the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway and that portion East of the Sixth 
Line north from the Queen Elizabeth Highway; Townships of 
North and South Grimsby and Caistor in County of Lincoln; and 
the County of Haldimand except Townships of Moulton and Dunn, 
Save and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." ie employees in the unit). 
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19,.992-60: Local 1958, United Plant Guard Workers of America 
Local Union No. 1958, Amalgamated Plant Guards of Plant Guard 
Employees of the City of Windsor (Appiicant) v. Chrysler 
Corporation of Canada, Ltd. [aha thent (Respondent). 


Unit: "all security guards in the employ of the respondent 
at Chatham, save and except sergeants and persons above the 
rank of sergeant." (13 employees in the unit). 


> -60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local #2486 (Applicant) v. Bluebell Construction 
Limited (on its Northgate Shopping Centre Project at North 
Bay) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Northgate Shopping Centre 
Project at Nurth Bay, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(7 employees in the unit). 


) -60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
A.C. Leslie & Co. Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
staff," (18 employees in the unit). 


2 -6Q: Shopmen's Local Union #734 of the International 
Association of Bridge Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers 
(Applicant) v. J. Harris & Sons Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its shop at 
Hamilton, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office and clerical staff, and employees engaged in 
field fabrication and installation work." 

14 employees in the unit). 


20,010-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 2480 (Applicant) v. Ellis-Don Limited 
(at the Camp Borden Military Camp Area) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at the Camp Borden Military Camp 
Area, save and except non-working foremen and persons above 
the rank of non-working foreman. (4 employees in the unit). 


20.011-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. Robert McAlpine Ltd. 
(Township of Augusta) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the Township of Augusta, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit). 
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20.013-60: National Union of Public Employees, CLC 
(Applicant) v. Cornwall Public School Board (Cornwall) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
Supervisor of caretakers, supervisor of maintenance, school 
teachers, office staff and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." 

(19 employees in the unit). 


20,.024-60: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
v. Shoosplin-Woods Limited (Township of Burns) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in its saw- 
mill and woods operations in the Township of Burns, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office «: 
staff and scalers." (70 employees in the unit). 


20.025-60: Welland Typographical Union No. 927 (Applicant) 
v. The Review Company of Fort Erie, Limited (Respondent) v. 
International Printing Pressmen and ASsistants' Union of 
North America (Intervener). 


Unit No. 1: "all employees of the respondent at Fort Erie, 
engaged in composing room work, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman. 
(9 employees in the unit). 


Unit No. 2: "all pressmen, pressmen'’s assistants and their 
apprentices in the employ of the respondent at Fort Erie, 
save and except non-working foremen, and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 


20.026-60: International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite and 
Paper Mill Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Sealright 
Canada Ltd. (Peterborough) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Peterborough, save 
and except persons bound by a subsisting collective agreement 
between the applicant and the respondent, foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, and chief engineer." 

(4 employees in the unit). ; 


20.030-60} International Hod Carriers’, Building and 
Common Labourers', Union of America, Local 527 ean 
v. Robert McAlpine Ltd. (Township of Augusta) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in the Township of Augusta, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (14 employees in the unit). 
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CERTIFIED SUBSEQUENT TO VOTE 
18.240-59: 


International Brotherhood of Bookbinders, Local 


#194 (Applicant) v. General Printers Limited (Oshawa) 


(Respondent). 


Units 
ing and mailing division at Oshawa." 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast 


"all casual employees of the respondent in its address- 


(23 employees in the unit). 


Number of ballots marked in 


favour of applicant 


8 


Number of ballots marked as 


Opposed to applicant 
19,586-60: 


0 


United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 


America, Local Union #3189 Furniture Workers (Applicant) v. 
Elora Furniture Company Limited (Elora) (Respondent). 


Units 


except foremen, persons above the rank 


"all employees of the respondent at Elora, save and 


of foreman, office 


and sales staff and persons regularly employed for not more 


than 24 hours per week." 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility 11st 

Number of ballots cast 

Number of ballots spoiled 


(36 employees in the unit). 


Number of ballots marked in 


favour of applicant 


46 


Number of ballots marked as 


opposed to applicant 


29 


International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 


Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and 


Miscellaneous Drivers (A 
(Brockville) (Respondent 


Unit 


eee wii, 


Loeb, Limited 


"all employees of the respondent at Brockville, save 


and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 


and sales staff, students employed for 
period and persons regularly employed f 
hours per week." (10 employees in the 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 

Number of ballots cast 

Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 

Number of ballots marked as 
Opposed to applicant 


the sehool vacation 
or not more than 24 
unit). 
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19,620-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Gypsum, Lime & Alabastine Limited (Caledonia 
Plant) (Respondent) v. United Cement, Lime and Gypsum 
Workers International Union, Local Union No. 276, AFL-CIO-CLC 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees at the Caledonia Plant of the respondent, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff, watchmen, quality control supervisors and 
employees in the research and development unit and the central 
quality control unit." (247 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 188 
Number of ballots cast 182 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 99 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 83 


arta United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America (UE) ee read v. Reliance-Reeves-Master Limited 
(Stratford) (Respondent) v. International Union of Electrical, 
Radio and Machine Workers, AFL-CIO-CLC (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Stratford, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff." (41 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 4o 
Number of ballots cast ho 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 29 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant Ss 


19.660-60: United Textile Workers of America Local 347 
Eat v. Dominion Woollens and Worsteds (1959) Limited 
Hespeler) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hespeler, save and 
except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of foreman 
or forelady, office staff, and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hoursper week.’ 

(136 employees in the unit). 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list bse 
Number of ballots cast p Ls 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 3 
Number of ballots spoiled 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant rind 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 50 


19,715-60: Local Union 173 of the International Union of 
United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery 
Workers of America AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Kitchener 
Beverages Limited (Kitchener) AACE EE ED 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save 
and except foremen and supervisors, persons above the rank of 
foreman and supervisor, office staff, salesmen other than 
driver salesman, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week, and students hired for the school 

vacation period." (23 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 27 
Number of ballots cast 26 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 16 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Kitchener Beverages 

Employees! Association 10 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING JUNE 1960 





No Vote Conducted 


18,426-59: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 793, (Applicant) v. J.E. Bond Construction Company 
Limited. (District of Kenora) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
operation of shovels, bulldozers, scrapers and similar 
equipment, and persons primarily engaged in the maintenance 
and repair of such equipment, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(31 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"For the purposes of clarity the 
Board declares that D. Brizzard, oiler 
and greaser; A. Valdock and I. McConachie, 
working foremen; and E. Pillipow, master 
mechanic are included in the bargaining 
Unit. 


The Board makes no finding with 
respect to the inclusion or exclusion 
of D. J. Bond, the packer operators, 
the euclid operators, or the D.W. 15 
Operators." 


8484-59: The International Hod Carriers' Building and 
Common Labourers’ Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. 
Western Crushing Company Limited (Amesdale project) (Respondent). 


Unit: "Having regard to the agreement of the parties the 
Board finds that all labourers, rock drillers, jackhammer 
Operators and powdermen in the employ of the respondent at its 
Amesdale Project, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, office staff and timekeepers. 

(33 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In view of the fact that both the 
applicant and the respondent have notified 
the Board that they entered into a 
collective agreement, copy of which has 
been filed with the Board, the Board finds 
that it is not necessary to process this 
application further.” 


19,301-59: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
J.H. Babcock & sons Limited (Odessa) (Respondent). 
(31 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board, following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application." 


19.578-60: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 

and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) 
v. Volkswagen Canada Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 

(204 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"Counsel for a group of employees alleged that persons 
whom the applicant had claimed as members had not in fact paid 
dues in accordance with the Board's requirement in that behalf. 
The Board conducted an inquiry into the matter and, at the in- 
quiry, full opportunity was afforded to all parties to examine 
the witnesses, to offer additional testimony and to present 
argument. 


The Board's policy in matters of this nature is set out 
in its decision in the Webster Air Equipment Case, (1958) 
Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder, 916,110: ‘The 
Board seeks from the representative of the union who appears 
at the hearing assurances that the payment of dues has conformed 
to the Board's policy in that regard and it requires such 
assurances to be based on personal knowledge of the fact or on 
inquiries from the persons who themselves collected the money. 
In the normal course, the Board accepts such representations at 
ther face value. However, since the Board is compelled to rely 
to such an extent on evidence which, by the very nature of 
things, is not subject to examination by the parties to the 
proceedings (see section 72 (1) of The Labour Relations Act),it 
must be very circumspect in accepting it and it must insist on 
the highest standard of integrity on the part of those who 
submit such evidence. Any attempt to mislead the Board or any 
failure to make full disclosure of all material facts must °.- 
weigh heavily against an applicant. In dealing with this sit- 
uation, the Board has made a distinction between two types of 
cases: (1) where the action impugned is that of a responsible 
officer or official of the union, and (2) where the action is 
that of a supporter or canvasser on behalf of an applicant who 
occupies an inferior office or no office in the union. In so 
far as the first of these is concerned, the Board said in the 
R.C.A, Victor Company Case, (1952) C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law 
Reporter, Transfer Binder, 117,067, C.L.S. 76-412, that, even 
where only a single card is defective and it is submitted with 
the knowledge of such responsible officer or official, ‘the 
Board may come to the conclusion that it cannot place reliance 
on any of the evidence of membership submitted by the union’. 
Where the irregularity relates to evidence of membership 
procured by a person of lesser rank in the union organization, 
the Board has taken the position that the card in respect of 
which the irregularity is established is disallowed and the 
weight to be given to the remaining evidence of membership will 
depend on the nature of the irregularity and the extent to 
which the objectionable practice was resorted to in signing up 
members." 


In the instant case, the action impugned is that of a 
responsible officer or official of the applicant and not of a 
supporter or canvasser who has an inferior office or no office. 


Pa ; Dare 
7 f 7 navy al +h 
Thy Gee Uae 
Ph 














or) t : 
0 
\ 












4 
y 


| 





; + 1 : 


; . vu fey Mis ; me j 
a * 4 , q ah 7 . a b. 
} 7 ; Nhs supa EY Me sic # Ci gaeie. Pyar va fm yer yy 
’ ; 
, 
; 


4 / ‘ 
ht ; i" 


MEY, 


=, ee 


ii Aus) Ye a 
| ORs eer 
-"« ¥i\ ¥, > wae ‘ 2 >, ’ on : 1 € of ‘ q 
ria 7 ; pees +e vt ve ows = baie all Pe , 
grtod Jats i Siameitvpey @ CHO Bay ieee a eee oe paeol 
“it od 36. bee 197 Teun ans Ook A Lhd UPME ak Detow #: ipa 
gntmsxe OF talditaqg {fs oF bebtorTa & a tab: ~ 
jneeowq of bite yromttesd Lamotte 
ue van ME PPE tee Mt 


pa Ape 
Tit: nig fae 
i naa 
























ren hy i 
ae i 
fit 


tuo 42a at swan otdt to erosdem nt | 





aT) 10L1 00°, rbald woladeat .adtoqed We 
éusoaqe ofw notaw edd to, avitesnese qe and t 
bonrso'tnes esd soub 30 tavayeq ond sald ce | 
r | 


sinus sontivpeas th bae bisget tard nt yo 
no to Jost odd, ho opbolword Lenceteq no based od Oe, ' we 
sentom add bedoolioo sevisaneny ofw actoeied eft most aokikope 
gn nnoltsssnoeseige’s dove adqeoos Gisek oft ,oatwoo Iamion siz 
ylert. od baifsqevo al bisol ef) sonte ,tevowoH |.owisy oot” | 
So situven ¥xev ott yal edoftriw aonebive Oo AMatRe 10 . , na 
oid Of eetinad edt yd ooldentmexe of toetduea gon et PDA 
tt, (toA anoktelon modal, edt ‘to (f) BY notveee aoe) egitbesco 
no dale sau JL bas Jt gatiqoone 42 Joaqamintto yaev ad Jauin) © 
ody snodd lo t1aq edt mo Ydingerat To bashagte teorgth end 
yin 1 banc oft baelelm OF IQmerts yA ,,eoneblye dove Jimdus | 
 Joum nipat Letredam Ife to eweoloetd £ivt oles oF ott iad 
“§te afd ddiw antiaeb al . «dnaetiqga as tentage yiiveod dgtew 
Yo esqyd Ows nooweed solyonksart 8. obam eet bt odd ,noltau © 
aidianogest oe 10 tadd ef hanguqm! wotvos ord onetw (1) s¢oe8e0 
at aoldos sit stew (S) bas totem ond To Iatoitio 10 ‘oot tio 
ofw dnsoliage as 20. Ysied ao teenviad JO Testoqque & YO tany 
oe ol .totnw odd nt sottio om 19 sotto aeitetal ae esiquvoso: 
arid tt bise breol of? ,bentobndo Bt sxend To gaunt? ody ea 
wil wooded astbened «He 2.9 (eet) | Pars 
aave ted? .SLB-df ,Bsted TOO VL? , soba s@jene tT ,.teJ10ge 
dtiw bottimdve at vi bas svitpe'leh ef biso elagnie a yin sTs0W 
att’ ,LstolYte a6 teottto elelenodaay fove to enbsiwornl aid 
sormaiiet soata stoanso gt sand aolavisnoe aid of ottoo yam brecdl 
'notay aft vd beddionve gtdeasdmsm to eomebive oid To Yas nO 
gindaisimem to sondbive O72 estafen ysitalugeru ot ovedW _ 
,woLtestasato wolnay ent ak ane moeeel to wosts; s y batWoeotg 
29 toegeat Ak biso edd tad nokdbsoq eft news’ ged brsoll ong 
ond bra bewolleat’ at bedakidedee af Etlistugetst og doldw - 
(itw qicetsdtiem to sonobive niniaaes at? of mavig od oF snglow 
oF jaotxe off bae vitaslugettt of39 Yo emisn ed? .A0'b fh 
qu aningia at of betgouent as eolsoe7g sldsnoliost{do pris 


. artoctaigm 


s to tect at Benguamt doliae add \eano Jrevent a7 r) Sanaa 
a to ton bas saemtiqgn eft Yo LetskIto to teokT10 ofdlenoqust. . 
sHdiTIO on TO sotTTo nbivetit cm gad ore TOBEAYNLD 10 tedtogque - 


An eee | 








Fad 





- 114 - 


In addition, the evidence discloses that the official 
concerned was so lax in regard to the way in which documentary 
evidence of payment was assembled and presented to the Board 
that the Board is unable to place any reliance on any of the 
evidence of membership submitted by the applicant. The app- 
lication is accordingly dismissed." 


19,876-60: Patternmakers' Association of Hamilton and 
Vicinity (Applicant) v. Shewell Pattern and Manufacturing 
Company (Hamilton) (Respondent). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of 
the non-apprarance of the applicant at the 
hearing held by the Board in the matter." 


19,899-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Hodgson's Steel & Ironworks (Niagara Falls plant) (Respondent ) 
(27 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds this application to 
be untimely and it is accordingly dismissed. 
Reference may be had to the Wonder Bakeries 
Case Canadian Labour Law Reporter - Transfer 
Binder 55-59 7 16.099; C.L.S. 76-580." 


20,027-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 527 BREA) vu 
Banchini Limited (Hull) (Respondent). (13 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the applicant 
has members less than forty-five per cent 
of the employees in any bargaining unit 
which the Board might deem to be appropriate.” 


D ol se n Vot 


19; 033-3 ? United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Workers 
of America, AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Gates Rubber of Canada 
Limited (Brantford) (Respondent). 


Unit: "All employees of the respondent at its plant at Brant- 
ford, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of fore- 
man, chief engineer, and office and sales staff." 

(94 employees in the unit). 
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The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds that Richard Bisset is 
included in the bargaining unit." 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have found that 
Richard Bisset is a laboratory employee and 
under the direct supervision of G. Zigler, 
the technical manager, I would therefore 
excluded him from the bargaining unit." 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The applicant union contends that the 
result of the representation vote held on 
April 28, 1960, should be disregarded and a 
new vote directed on the following grounds: 


(1) that. on. or about April, 21,. 1960, a 
document in the nature of electioneering 
propaganda was mailed to employees of the 
respondent and while such document stated 
that it had been issued by "the Non-Union 
Committee" it did not bear the name and 
address of its printer and publisher as 
required by section 56 of The Labour 
Relations Act; and 


(2) that the language of this document was 
disparaging to the union and designed to 
influence the vote. 


As to the first objection, the majority 
of this Board in the Stauffer-Dobbie Case, (1959) 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter Transfer Binder 
TLL, Celivoa,go-7O50, sald? "..,in the 
absence of improper influence, the infringement 
of section 56 of the Act standing by itself does 
not invalidate the vote and relief therefor should 
be sought in other proceedings". In so far as the 
second objection is concerned, the majority of the 


Board in the Stauffer-Dobbie Case said: 


"In the main, however, a considerable 
amount of leeway is permitted in electioneering. 
The Board does not undertake to police election 
campaigns or to consider the truth or falsity of 
campaign literature and speeches unless the ability 
of the employees to evaluate such or speeches is 
impaired, 
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by the use of campaign trickery, to 


such an extent that the free desires of the 
employees cannot be determined in a secret 


vote 


(see Josenh Gould Case, (1952) CCH 





Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer 
Binder 417,039, C.L.S. 76-345). In deter- 
mining the impact on thevoters of the liter- 


ature 


complained of, it is of course obvious 


that it is rarely, and perhaps never, possible 
to determine objectively what effect it has 
actually had. One cannot pay too much 
attention to either the most gullible voter or 
the one of firm convictions. One can only look 
at the circumstances of each case and, on the 


facts 
ments 
are l 


presented, determine whether the state- 
Objected to are of such a nature that they 
ikely to have seriously misled a 


"reasonable" voter. 


The facts and circumstances of this case 


do not warrant the conclusion that the publi- 
cation of the document in question improperly 
influenced the vote within the principles set 


fortn 


in the above cases. 


The union's application for a new vote is 


denied." 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey while not dissenting said: 


"I reluctantly concur in the decision of 


the majority as it appears to me that in such 


situa 


tions an opportunity is provided for an 


employer to actively campaign against a union 
without being required to disclose his .identity." 


Number of names on eligibility list O44 
Number of ballots cast 94 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots spoiled ul 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 47 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant As 

19.299-59: Milk Drivers & Dairy Employees Local Union No. 


647 


“of the In 


ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 


Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Dempster's 
Bread Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 
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nit: "all driver salesmen, special delivery drivers, ship- 
pers and garage maintenance employees of the respondent at 
Toronto, save and except supervisors or foremen, persons 
above the rank of supervisor or foreman, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (77 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 68 
Number of ballots cast 68 
Number of spoiled ballots 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 34 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant Be 


19,543-59: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America, 
(Applicant) v. Munro Boats and Motors Limited. (London) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (16 employees in the unit). 


Board Member E. Boyer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. In all the circumstances of 
this ease I would not have given weight to the 
petition objecting to the certification of the 
applicant and would have granted certification." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 16 
Number of ballots cast 16 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 1 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 15 


19.548-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. International Cooperage Company of Canada 
Limited (Milton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Milton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
Sales staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (13 employees in the unit). 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In this case a document objecting to the 
application was filed prior to the hearing. The 
Board conducted its usual inquiry into this docu- 
ment (hereinafter referred to as the "petition") 
and we are satisfied that the petition casts doubt 
on the evidence of membership filed by the appli- 
cant. In our view, there is absolutely no evidence 
to suggest that management in any way inspired the 
petition or assisted in its circulation. 


However, after all the documentary evidence 
in opposition to the application had been filed with 
the Board - in fact on the day before the hearing, 
it appears that a salesman who also acts as plant 
manager, approached the two persons who appeared on 
behalf of the objectors and asked them how they were 
going to get to Toronto for the hearing. The two 
persons said that they did not know and the plant 
manager offered to bring them down. They in fact, 
were picked up at their homes the next morning in 
Milton by the plant manager and brought to Toronto. 
Arrangements were also made by the plant manager to 
drive them back. The two objectors had been talk- 
ing about how they were going to come to Toronto 
just prior to the time the plant manager approached 
them and they could offer no explanation as to how 
he knew they were coming to Toronto, other than he 
heard them discussing the matter. They did not 
approach him or anyone else in management to solicit 
a ride. While the company would be aware of the 
fact that there had been an objection by 7 employees 
to the application, the company would not have 
learned from the Board the names of those objectors. 


In our view, this case falls squarely within the 
Minit Car Wash and Garage Limited Case, File #18257-59 
(Monthly Report, Ontario Labour Relations Board, p. 
351). In that case, the majority said: 


"Any financial assistance that the employer 
may have given to the employee, who appeared 
on behalf of the objectors to the certifi- 
cation of the applicant, was given after the 
"pbetition” was formulated and signed by the 
employees and had been submitted to the Board. 
In the absence of any other evidence of 
employer participation in the "petition", it is 
our opinion that such assistance as was given 
cannot affect the weight of the evidence as to 
the desires of the employees who signed the 
Pyetltion: « 
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The minority found as follows: 


"We dissent from that part of the decision 

of the majority which directs that a vote 

be taken. The petitioner was brought to 
Toronto in the private plane of the employer. 
We consider the providing of transportation 
and of board and lodgings, as occurred here, 
to be financial assistance by the employer to 
the petitioner. It is our considered opinion 
that, under these circumstances a vote cannot 
disclose the true wishes of the employees. 

We would have disallowed the petition and 
certified without a vote." 


As we pointed out above, we cannot find anything in the 
evidence which affects the weight of the evidence as to the 
Gesires of the employees who signed the petition nor, in out 
Opinion, is there anything in the evidence which would bring 
the case under section 7 subsection 5 of The Labour Relations 
Act. The Board is satisfied, on an examination of the records 
of the applicant and the records of the respondent, that not 
less than forty-five per cent of the employees in the bar~- 
gaining unit are members of the applicant. A representation 
vote will be taken of employees of the respondent in the 
bargaining unit. All employees of the respondent in the 
bargaining unit on the date hereof who do not voluntarily 
terminate their employment or are not discharged for cause 
between the date hereof and the time the vote is taken will 
be eligible to vote. Voters will be asked to indicate 
whether or not they wish to bargain collectively through the 
applicant. 


However, having regard to the actions of the respondent 
we wish to make it clear that we intend to subject to the most 
searching scrutiny everything that the respondent or anyone 
associated with it may do, between the date of this decision 
and the date that the vote is taken, which may even in the 
slightest degree have the effect of influencing the employees 
in the free expression of their desires. Anything untoward 
Will be dealt with as the circumstances require. 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent. As in the case of Minit Car Wash 
and Garage Limited I hold that under such circum- 
stances a vote cannot disclose the true wishes of 
the employees and would disallow the petition and 
certify without a vote.” 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 14 
Number of ballots cast 14 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 1 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant tf 


19.593-60: Oi1, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union 
(Applicant) v. Cities Service Refining (Canada) Ltd. (Trafalgar 
Refinery) (Respondent) v. International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local 700 (Intervener) v. Cities Service Refinery 
Employees Association (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees working in the Trafalgar Refinery of the 
respondent, save and except shift foremen, supervisors, persons 
above the rank of shift foreman or supervisor, office and 
clerical staff, mechanical technicians, professional engineers, 
plant protection employees, laboratory employees other than 
laboratory technicians, students hixrea for the school vacation 
period and university students employed in the existing train- 
ing programme, stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers and the chief engineer employed in the 
power house." (72 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 69 
Number of ballots cast 69 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant, Oil, Chemical 

and Atomic Workers International Union 24 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener, Cities Service 

Refinery Employees Association AS 


19,623-60: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union, Local 
4166 (Applicant ) v. Adhesive Tapes (Canada) Limited 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 


office and sales staff." (36 employees in the unit). 
Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 29 
Number of ballots cast 29 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant L3 


Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 16 
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19,.723:60: Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union 
(Applicant) v. Municipal Tank Lines Limited (Kipling Avenue 
location, Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of its Kipling Avenue location at Metropolitan Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (12 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 16 
Number of ballots cast 16 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant le 


19.744-69: O11, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union 
(Applicant) v. Cities Service Oil Company Ltd. (Trafalgar 
Marketing Terminal, Township of Trafalgar) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all tank truck drivers employed at and working out of 
the Trafalgar Marketing Terminal of the respondent in the Town- 
ship of Trafalgar, save and except truck foremen and persons 
above the rank of truck foreman." (57 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 38 
Number of ballots cast 38 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 14 
Number of ballots marved in 

favour of intervener o4 


19.830-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen & Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Miscellaneous 
Drivers (Applicant) v. Northern Industrial Laundries Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all route salesmen in the employ of the respondent at 
Metropolitan Toronto, save and except dispatchers, persons above 
the ne of dispatcher and office staff." (20 employees in the 
Set Gre Be 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list el 
Number of ballots cast el 
Number of ballots marked 

in favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked 

as opposed to applicant by 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING JUNE, 1960, 


19;955~60: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
The Corporation of the Town of Tecumseh (Respondent). 
(4 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING JUNE, 1960. 


18,248-59: Bayview Meat Market (Toronto) (Applicant) v. 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of North America 
AFL-CIO, Local Union 688 (Respondent). (3 employees). 
(Dismissed). 


(Re: Bayview Meat Market, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In all the circumstances of this case the 
Board is of the opinion that it can not be said 
that the union has not sought to bargain within 
the meaning of section 43(2) of The Labour 
Relations Act." 


19,403-59: Ernest J. Moss (Applicant) v. United Rubber, Cork, 
Linoleum and Plastic Workers of America, Local 73 (Respondent). 
(Granted). (17 employees). 


(Re: B.F. Goodrich Canada Limited, 
(Retail Division), Kitchener, Ontario. 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list LS 
Number of ballots cast 15 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 6 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 9 


19,417-59: Harvey Shaw & Steve Bilyk (Applicant) v. United 
Packinghouse Workers of America Local 211 (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). (2 employees). 


(Re: W. Harris & Company Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"Having regard to the evidence presented 
at the hearing as to the circumstances under 
which the documentary evidence in support of 
the application was submitted to the Board, as 
well as the circumstances surrounding the 
preparation and filing of the application in 
this case, the application is dismissed. 


The Board notes that the respondent union 
has informed the Board in writing that it has 
abandoned its bargaining rights in respect of 
the employees in the bargaining unit defined in 
a cOllective agreement between the parties 
expiring on or about March 3lst, 1960." 


19,567-59: Wolfe Robert Wagner (Applicant) v. International 
Jewelry Workers Union, Dental Technicians Union, Local 43 
Toronto (Respondent). (Granted). (77 employees). 


(Re: Shaw Laboratories Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 76 
Number of ballots cast 75 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 30 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 4S 


19,933-60: The hourly rated employees of H.E. Kerr 

Industries Limited, Bloor Street at Farewell Avenue, Oshawa, 
Ontario ( Applicant) v. The Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse- 
men, and Helpers Union, Local 880 of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
of America (Respondent). (Granted). (19 employees). 


(Re: H.E. Kerr Industries Limited, 
Oshawa, Ontario). 


20,028-60: Chemical Lab Technicians (Applicant) v. United 
Steelworkers of America (Respondent). (Dismissed). 
(7 employees). 


(Re: Dominion Magnesium Ltd., 
Haley's, Ontario). 
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APPLICATTONS FOR DECLARATION CONCERNING STATUS OF SUCCESSOR 
TRADE UNION DISPOSED OF DURING JUNE, 1960. 


19,846-60: Sheet Metal Workers' International Association, 
Local Union 560 (Applicant) v. American Can Company of Canada 
Limited (Chatham Plant) (Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds that the applicant is, 
by reason of a transfer of jurisdiction, the 
successor to Local 460 of the Canadian Labour 
Congress. 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED 
OF DURING JUNE, 1960. 


19,962-60: Regent Refining (Canada) Limited (Port pretest 
(Applicant) v. H. Asperen et al (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


19,963-60: Regent Refining (Canada) Limited (Port Credit) 
(Applicant) v. D. Sheridan et al (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


19,972-60: Canadian-Marietta of Ontario Limited (Chatham) 
(Applicany) v. Local Union No. 880 of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
of America (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


19,973-603 Canadian-Marietta of Ontario Limited (Chatham) 
(Applicant) v. W. Allen et al (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
JUNE, 1960. 


18,425-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local ee (Applicant) v. 20th Century Mobile Homes 
Limited (London) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


19,727-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Lloyd Bell (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


19,728-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Ronald Macklin (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 


19,729-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Hector W. Latchford) (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 
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19,730-60: &.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Simon Peter Grosnendyk (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 





19,731-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Cecil English (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 


19,732-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Allen Clysdale (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 





19.7323-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Russell Black (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn ) 


19,734-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Raoul Cote (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 





19.735-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. William Thomas (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 





19,736-60: E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited (Peter- 
borough) (Applicant) v. Gary Purdy (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 


19,970-60: Regent Refining (Canada) Limited (Port Credit 
Sales Terminal) (Applicant) v. Local 16-593 Regent Unit, 
Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union, 
A.F.L.-C.1.0.-C.L.C. (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


19,971-60: Regent Refining (Canada) Limited (Port Credit 
Works) (Applicant) v. Local 16-593 Regent Unit, Oil, 
Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union, A.F.L.- 
C.I.0.-C.L.C. (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS 


19,175-59: International Brotherhood of Bookbinders 
(Applicant) v. Haig Printing & Office Supplies Limited 
Searborough) (Respondent) v. Haig Printing Employees’ Union 
Intervener). 


On April 6th, 1960, the Board granted certification to the 
applicant for the following unit: 
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"all plant employees of the respondent 
at Scarborough, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and persons covered 
by the certificate of this Board issued on 
March 24th, 1960, to the Amalgamated Litho- 
graphers of America, Local 12." 


On June 14th, 1960 the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"On the basis of the evidence adduced by 
the intervener, Haig Printing Employees' Union, 
at the hearing held on February llth, 1960, 
the Board finds that Mrs. Doris Edmund was a 
person: exercising managerial functions and that 
as such she actively participated in the 
formation of the intervener. 


In accordance with the provisions of section 
9 of The Labour Relations Act the application for 
certification by the intervener is dismissed." 


19,410-59: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Welland Electric Steel Foundry Limited (Welland) 
(Respondent) v. Welmet Independent Union (Intervener). 


(Granted). 


On June 17th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The respondent has requested that the 
Board vary its decision in this matter dated 
May 26, 1960, by excluding from the bargaining 
unit, which it found to ke appropriate in that 
decision, three persons wnose eligibility to 
vote had been challenged by the respondent 
company. The collective agreement between the 
respondent company and the intervening union 
which was entered into on April 27, 1958 ex- 
pressly excluded ‘office staff', Nevertheless, 
as the report of the Registrar in this matter 
Giscloses, the three persons concerned were 
treated by the parties as having been included 
in the bargaining unit for which the inter- 
vening union was the bargaining agent prior to 
its displacement by the applicant union. In 
these circumstances, the Board finds that they 
are included in the bargaining unit in respect 
of which certification was granted to the applicant 
union on May 26, 1959." 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
DURING JUNE, 1960. 


19,746-60: Local 527 United Association of Journeymen and 
Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of 
United States and Canada (Applicant) v. Kinchen and Dennis 
Ltd. (Owen Sound) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In view of the fact that the union 
is unable to comply with section 12 of The 
Labour Relations Act, and in the absence of 
evidence to enable the Board to authorize 
the union to be represented by a bargaining 
committee consisting of one or more of the 
officers or other representatives of the 
trade union, who are not employees in 
accordance with section 12 (3) of the Act, 
the request of the applicant that it be 
permitted to withdraw its application is 
granted." 


19, 832-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union 880 (Applicant) v. Cities 
Service Oil Company Limited (Windsor Tank Station) 

(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"This application concerns a request for 
conciliation services on the basis of a wage 
reopener clause contained in the collective 
agreement between the parties. Having regard 
to the decision of the Board in the Fern Shoe 
Case, Canadian Labour Law Reporter Transfer 
Binder ‘49-54, 17020; C.L.S. 76-311, the 
application is dismissed.’ 


ii 




































hA | q 
" i a We nl i & ae 4 Ht : ra! ' NY 
ce oe reat eee y Oy ee? J aah ' 
Whe A ’ ed ayeoteta wy bas ant wth ee rig} ue we gud ae ery rere 
, - SOS Y. Lo t 5 ef cA ik 
a egy en 
ie i W } : 
De brs domesc'teot oe: mad asia 
on ro yotaubal gatydtteqht alge chant 
ak aimed pis menoita sv a 






| 
At 
i‘ 
ny 


D 
mew pe 


oo a 
aol tor Ey) presen ada postobae 


roto ond tars Sout adit YO Wolv nt” 
od? to Sk doktove datw yiqwes oo efdan <i 
to sonsads att wl Ore a tOA wyolewlen twodad 
extrodtuea of bino ont eldanta of coaebtve 
antalegrad a yd bedaosenqest o¢ O8 nelnu eat 
efit to exom “oO eno %O artvear ano aod timo 
ait to sevidedaasetaet tenyo ee araol tio 
nl axeyolghs som Bs ite wok abet? 
oor 4 tO (¢) Sf noktape ookw gONabwOOOR 
ed of Jar dnsoilqde ond to teaupert ony 
) moktaoktilaqa etl wanrtrteiw og bods Lasead 
" bednain 


ne 
aut . ee 





~amwaTWetD «RTT moot Yo hoordtartios Lanol testxay al 

aetsio ov Caneel faqA) O08 8 nota feeod .siaqiek Hite com nBvote ish 
(aortet® wtal sonboakW) Dedkmid yAAqMGs £20 onl 

» (daeheoqgeeh, 


} 
suwolfot an brooeh ony baatobrie binod ad 
a0 deoupet @ anisoaoo motisotlage.s Py ys ieee 
“nn fg yo ales aie mo eaorvioasg noktabisonos i 
ioetioo od? at beakaonop saveto Tenogoet . ay 

ong" anived .seldted ott laaws fod JasNsstys - | q 

acee, Aen ood ci} einod etd lo moleakeeh ety o2 (Uae 

I sDied 47 “ettoaeh Wa) 4 dad. optbaned <2ead ih ae 
| ant ,LLE-oy Bede dD €0S0\L) ‘eee seoath .. 08 
", boas Sat et notieokiqags * 





THE LIBR 
SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ce 


UNIVERSITY OF TORC 


ONTARIO 





ii 


ea 
it ae 





MONTHLY REPORT OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


FOR THE MONTH OF JULY, 1960 


j i 
ay LAW 


a) 
, 


A ET at 
AS 


) a ; 
OBS) pe ui ‘i ie , 





TABLE OF CONTENTS --- JULY, 1960 
STATISTICAL TABLES Page 


ye Applications Filed with the Board 128 


ae Hearings & Continuation of Hearings 
in cases before the Board 128 


or Applications Disposed of by the Board 


by Major Types 129 
4, Applications Disposed of by the Board 

by Types and by Disposition 130 
Sy Representation Votes in Certification 

Applications Disposed of by the Board 135 
6. Representation Votes in Termination 

Applications Disposed of by the Board 136 


CASE LISTINGS OF APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 


Le Applications for Certification 


B Bargaining Agents Certified by 
. Applications Dismissed Se 
3) Applications Withdrawn 161 


as Applications for Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 162 


3% Other Applications 164 











mee WN Tah vee ae 
: by on 0 a Mi ahi ae 
rh ‘ i: we) ee ae) an th 
ae 

& ue 7 a ‘NY WS ne ee : 
he Li ty ie ; ij va 


ne a ne 


ae | cane 
























ei uf i a gua 
eae east ee | ¥, | A ui a a ~ ama ahi ne ieee 
eee ie Be eA hit Sarma ie 
" Thy LAN be ae y Gy 
TO Migs’ niet) nig we tin: ‘one mini ah 
| : | agit sack Yo nods euibet Beem 9a anait 
Lis BS4 i bead ett stated aoewe nt | 
Chad Giscd oft yd To aes-pal a eaobgnob aa my Aes 
vn, Put epaye ‘tof . a 
#08 old) Va to bapogala andtgapktaga oe Waste 
ea. > 2 aoe ‘aoteutsogald yd Sasa dh we ; 
solisobtieted AE wegoV nvttednapened sa) ue 
od oe byaod atid yd ‘Yo bea agar anotisotlagn. ioe, 
Wve avlitentmyeaT al ae edoV tot fainere nen o a 
Cet .. Haod edt Yo le besoqattl kook dans Tqqa | (Ane 
4 ; my 
CHAO BHT YS W) CaeoTeIC AMOLTADIUISYA AO COMITELI BAD | 
naLiaarhkdnesy *:% anobsmehtaga . of ‘ 
hy ee bol ti y16) SinewA galaragtad At a 
. Sas “yaatnel? anotisoiiggn (Ss 
Lot awanhdgtW Net ka ADS Aa e) 
it silweatera?t tibdotatoed. “97 pltotteahs fqga .S 
Ey A . niigll asliateytad ie ‘g 
of ancksgelPaqh tens0O . «f& 
; lj ry i 
7 | = , C 


PART ONE 


STATISTICAL TABLES 
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oat OF 


TABLE I 





Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application July ist 4 months of fiscal year 
1960 0-61 DS bas 
I. Certification 51 260 307 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 4 La 35 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status - af 5 
IV. Conciliation Services B84 3904 486 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 1 2 3 
VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement - - - 
VII. Declaration that Strike 
Unlawful 1 9 9g 
VIII. Declaration that Lockout 
Unlawful > 2 1 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 5 ay wey 
X. Miscellaneous - ~ - 
Total 156 722 863 


| 
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| TABLE IIL 
| HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
| Number 


July ist 4 months of fiscal year 
1960 0-61 59-60 





Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 62 283 4H 
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TABLE IIT 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY MAJOR TYPES 


| eee ee ee LS 


Number of Applications Disposed of 














Type of Application July “1st months ot fiscal year 
1960 0-61 59-60 
(i einer ata emer acar career en TC 
I. Certification 74 284 Cie 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 3 18 31 
Til. Declaration of Successor 
Status” ~ 6 4 
IV. Conciliation Services 73 cre 490 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act - 2 5 
mvt. Consent to Fariy 
Termination of Agreement - 1 - 
| VII. Declaration that Strike 
| Unlawful fa 3 Aue 
VIII. Declaration that Lockout 
| Unlawful 4 3 
IX, Consent to Prosecute a! 36 33 
X. Miscellaneous - - 1 
Total 158 732 852 

















| *This does not include cases in which the question of 
Successor status arises es a collateral issue, 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





No.Applications Disposed of Emp loyees* 
Disposition JULY t8C 4+ MOS. Fiscal yr, JULY Jest o NOs, fiscal ¥ 
1960 60-61 59-60 1960 ~ 60-61 59-60 
ae Nal Mellie anno cores ovesesscieeebiciessack Aegon sicesos scot dlsbcesbens oessd ec ee NL RE a La 


I. Certification 





Certified 

CLG 39 270 157 1147 4906 3449 

Other ne Pekan tea hires 180. 816 794 

Total 5 200 189 1327) "S7oe 4ok3 
Dismissed 

Cle 14 AS 51 414 1686 2979 

Other WS 12 a0. 204 —_640 650 

| Total 17 57 62 618 2326 3629 
Withdrawn 

CLC 10 ce ae 15 134 486 194 

Other 2 4 ne aie BARC I La 

Total 22 27 21 W449 ~=—5510 358 

im ‘TOTAL: TA 284 272 2094 8558 8230 

= =—_—_ =— —= —- 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining unites 
| at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 




















oe 






















ete aN et 
; AG Ee iy BN rtd 
eth Aas ae AG . 
re ae i ss -) A ie Te 
Aa Cains ry an intl 
1 DOA WN a a ie 
, ) By VGH e 
A en ed ? : 
fi rid) ; 4 : ie ay babar ee * 


a XD 
: i\ Oe 


Ms ; 
Neer 














Ay decries Y ; ri 
RoC a ae seer ae 


a “ nics , pls i hea 
;, ate sat ae 3 Wy 4 


bs Wi" ia 


—- hh yar rete. 


wa ae i ery 
Ms ‘0 


cr Be ae 





nines meme 


bevels, cLdows kb sooyolama to % 

asttayw goinisaiad wid Gt eopyol qn 
djiv belt? oie penetende. aa | 

ee averbriciu bee bogoigeld 





tay aa nt 
Nab te v * 
| } y, 
' a ns 
ae 
ty Le 
- ur 
a. ' ; , 
; oe y eh wh 
ve! neu) a j 
) ; . = 


- 131 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





No. Adplications Disposed of Emp loyees* 
Disposition JULY L864 MOGs. nt LeGaliverl etiulec MOs—1 LBCAL V 


1960 60-61 59-60 1S60 “60-61 59-60 








ma, Termination 
Bargaining Rights 








Terminated 
CLC 2 ie 14 4}. 18S 600 
Total 2 Gg 16 4 245 607 
Dismissed 
CLC ui df nhs if 19 528 
Total 1 5 15 ri 36 539 
Withdrawn 
CLs - - - 380 - 
Other poets ise! eee Ld Bates ey 
Total - dy - ~ 380 ~ 
TOTAL: ne eta opr 48 661 1146 


—— 
————S 











*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 132 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
THE BOARD (continued) 





Number of Applications Disposed of 
MOnNtTNS OL tiscal year 





Disposition JU 








III. Successor Status 


Granted - s yy 
Dismissed - 1 - 
Withdrawn hia _- es 

Total _6 Loe 


I 


IV. Conciliation Services* 























Referred 
CLC 65 304 390 
| Other bt 48 55 
Total 76 552 AUS 
| Dismissed 
| Che - 3 at 
Other ies: ne ac 
Total - 5 eu 
Withdrawn 
CLC 1 10 eo 
Other a Miss i 
Total 2 a4 24 
TOTAL: 78 ores 490 
Conciliation 
Applications 


Disposed of 


l= . *includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
| claiming successor status. 
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- 133 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


EE CC CE EAS SIE Ansa tth>- es ps ar ssp ts dennesaprsaetsespsiopstreanee 


V. Determination under 
Section 


Granted - 1 au 
Dismissed - if 


Withdrawn ~ 


In lo ib 


lho [h 


Total: - 


Vi, Consent to Early 
Termination of 
Agreement 





Granted ~ ie - 


Dismissed - - 


Withdrawn - 


Totals 


ll 
ll, 


Wil. Declaration that 
Strike Uniawful 


Granted - 
Dismissed - 


Withdrawn 


Ilo Ino 


Total: 
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- 134 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Sa eter ac AC 


Number of applications disposed of 


Disposition JULY. Uist months of fiscal year 
1960 0-61 59-60 


cr gt en rneinertenereeriertaretrieyenenhchhivmenmnneintmmnsithnbiisinrtenrentihciesrepenems sereiassc aha dishae! tt og 
VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted ~ 1 


Dismissed - - 


Withdrawn ~ 


lo lo 


Total: - i 
IX. Consent to 
Prosecute 
Granted As 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 


Totals at 


as 
So ly a B 


X. Miscellaneous* 
mee E Ft taneous 


Granted ~ - 


Dismissed - ~ 
Withdrawn - 


Total: 


he |, 


- 
ae ——— 
—— 


*See Case Listings for details. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 





Number of Votes 
Disposition July Lst 2 monune oLlriscea. year 
1960 60-61 59-60 


ui 
Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 
Yes-No 


Choice between 2 


(6 LS cia 
Unions al 8 nip 


Other 


Total: Certified 8 el 22 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No t 22 20 
Choice between 2 
Unions - 6 3 
Other ~ = ~ 


Total Dismissed 


Li 


28 23 


| GRAND TOTAL: 15 4 45 
| Certification Appl'ns A = 


ee 
—— 


Disposed of after vote 


| (1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3. 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


ea a eee mete actos See ee ee ee ET 


Number of Votes 
Disposition July Ist 4 months of fiscal year 
1960 60-61 59-60 


retreat ch repeater winepeeeentnieiiriesacpuutibin usec op 


Respondent Union Successful* 
wees e see Mee SSL UL 


Ci - i 5 
Other ~ 1 ~ 
Total: ~ 2 3 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 
Sane eee Ce BSLUL 


CLC - 4 Hund 
Other - i 2 
Total - ie ae: 
GRAND TOTAL: - a7, 16 


Termination Appl'ns toa 
Disposed of after vote 


*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the 
applicant is a group of employees, or the employer; the 
incumbent union is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING JULY, 1960. 


Bargaining Agents Certified During July 
No Vote Conducted 


18,871-59: General Truck Drivers’ Union, Local 938, affil- 
lated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Direct Winters Transport Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except assistant super- 
visors and persons above the rank of assistant supervisor, 
secretaries to the general manager, general operations 
manager, central division operations manager, office manager, 
general sales manager, traffic manager and area sales 
manager; employees in the personnel department, branch 
auditor, dispatchers, U.S.A. company accountant, sales staff, 
management trainees, persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (71 employees in the unit). 


(Unit agreed to by the parties as set out in the Report of 
the Examiner dated February 22, 1960) 


Board Member, R.W. Teagle dissented and said: 


"I dissent. In all the circumstances 
of this case I would have directed that a 
representation vote be taken." 


18,986-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Lumber & Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2693 
(Applicant) v. Frank Landry (Sawape) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its woods 
operations in the Seine River area described in Permit 
#D1484 to Jim Mathieu Lumber Limited, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, scalers and 
tallymen." (18 employees in the unit). 


18,987-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Lumber & Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2693 
(Applicant) v. Rosario Grenier (in its woods operations in 
the Seine River area) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its 
woods operations in the Seine River area 
described in Permit #D1484 to Jim Mathieu Lumber 
Limited, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, scalers and tallymen." 

(15 employees in the unit). 


19,040-59: Lumber & Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 
2693 United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners 

of America (Applicant) v. Emil Frant (in its woods 
Operation in Quetico Park, Territorial District 

of Rainy River) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged 
in its woods operations in Quetico Park, Terri- 
torial District of Rainy River under license No. 
D 1842 issued in the name of Ontario Minnesota 
Pulp and Paper Co., Ltd., save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, office staff 
and scalers.” 

(6 employees in the unit). 


19,441-60: Office Employees International Union 
Local 131 AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. The Brown 
Brothers Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the 
respondent at Toronto, save and except assistant 
managers, persons above the rank of assistant 
manager, and confidential secretaries to 
management.’ 

(46 employees in the unit). 


19,658-60: Barrie Typographical Union, No. 873 
Applicant) v. Canadian Newspapers, Limited 
Barrie) (Publishers of The Barrie Examiner) 
Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Barrie 
Examiner Division at Barrie, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, editorial staff, 
sales staff, advertising staff, circulation staff, 
office staff and persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week. 

(26 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the 
Board declares that the proof reader is 
included in the bargaining unit, and 
that the scanograver is excluded from 
the bargaining unit on the ground that 
he would more appropriately come with 
an office or editorial bargaining unit." 


The Board further endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of 
the parties that at the present time 
the employees in the mailing room are 
not employed for not more than 24 hours 
per week." 


Board Member H.F. Irwin dissented and said: 


"T dissent. I would have excluded 
the proof reader from the bargaining 
ano, 


19,689-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, C.LeC. (Applicant) v. Dunker Construction Limited 
(Township of Waterloo) (Respondent). 





Unit: "all ready-mix drivers, batchers, mechanics, 

front end loaders and bulk cement drivers of the respondent 
employed at and working out of its ready-mix plant in the 
Township of Waterloo, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, and office staff." 

(9 employees in the unit). 


19,716-60: National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C. 
(Applicant) v. Etobicoke Board of Education (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in care- 
taking and maintenance of schools save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman; office staff, and 
persons regularly employed for not more than twenty-four 
hours per week.” (186 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds, on the basis of 
the evidence contained in the Report of 
the Examiner appointed by the Board to 
enquire into the duties and responsibilities 
of head caretakers; that the head care- 
takers of the respondent do not exercise 
managerial functions and that they are in- 
cluded in the bargaining unit." 


The Board further endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"The Board also finds that there 
is no collective agreement between the 
respondent Board and the Etobicoke 
School Caretakers Association or the 
Association of Maintenance Staff of the 
Etobicoke Board of Education." 


19,748-60: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
v. Midway Lumber Mills Limited (Thessalon) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Thessalon, save 
and except foreman, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." 

(48 employees in the unit). 


Board Member, C.C. Young, dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have given 
weight to the petition filed by the 
objectors and ordered a representation 
vote." 
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19,873-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union 
No. 647, of the International Brotherhood ot Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Trant Valley Bakeries (Orillia, Gravenhurst, Parry Sound 
and Bracebridge) (Respondent) v. Retail, Wholesale and 
Confectionery Workers' Union, Local 461 (Intervener). * 


Unit No. 1: "all driver salesmen and special delivery 
employees of the respondent employed at and working out of 
Orillia, save and except supervisors, persons above the rank 
of supervisor, office staff, persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (15 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that two employees, one of whom is 
classified by the respondent company as 
‘transport and general help' and one as 
‘transport and shipping', are not included 
in the above described bargaining unit." 


Number of names on 

Sloe pi lityerList 2 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of being included in a 

bargaining unit embracing driver 

salesmen and special delivery 

drivers at Orillia 0 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to being included in a 

bargaining unit embracing driver 

Salesmen and special delivery 

drivers at Orillia 2 


Unit No. 2: "all driver salesmen and special delivery 
employees of the respondent employed at and working out of 
Gravenhurst and Parry Sound, save and except supervisors, 
persons above the rank of supervisor, office staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period." 

(4 employees in the unit). 


* The vote in this case was conducted under the provisions 

of Section 6(1) of the Act, that is, to ascertain the wishes 

of some of the employees as to the appropriateness of the unit. 
Since no representation vote was conducted under Section 7(2), 
the case has been classified as having been certified without 

a vote for Unit No..1,.and Unit No. 2. 


i We a lf 
i hat AM gi ah : " 
7) ee — 
i ©) ; ‘ eh 
; ay Rs | 


: — 7 on WE cy i 

hs ; f oe a » i‘ i ; : it 

pe tone Ne aa 
: INET 


_ 
i) 


; 7 i iP 
a io : : 7 i : 
; 5 


eee mre ah ii 

Dik ace Rey ns 
Are ane eh" 
Aa aah hh Tk rats 







i] a P 
ais WMA dain "paak Lee faity 
SENT, Mh. | go boodrendiow . . | 

tail (AN gh Wd oe om my : ia PRL pie geren ae NR ag 


hig ipa tnasotiqgd f ee L tks ian 
7a KSA or we Ss 
it et out 


a im 
~~» » 
er as 






= és . 4 } 7 4 - . . % 
4 : ; _ = i Sed f a ‘7a wesey IY i " Pe 
» 4 r ._ y a ~~ & 


RELL) BIL TONES | 
ghey punta SP Peirce ~ ya) 9 
ae, Aner reer. eee 
bod .Hotal ‘eras 


Jas 






OO somes 1 te yottav, 3 
yo bag gheasto . 























if i 1 
r wy 














































wie # Asoneviseal) 104 desod nota “ereataoW eto | 
a une ; ew Ce ee ee rere ae, «ll 
viovilob Iploeqe. bite trem ne weve £0  $L eh gia 
fo tuo anidtow bas te beyolqme treb: et oft E:' ofqma 
Asat sd? svode aqoareq .ewWelviequs Iqoo) fifiao 
40% bayolqus eislvgst enoateq tate que ‘Te 
efit tt, berld edasdnta big wesw tq #$ ned? tot tort 
(tau oft at seoyotqne ary". ‘oonse > 
: | WOE Lo eee try ee Ame > Aine ee 
rawolfol se tiaq/at bxooes, odd Cearcbre bisod onT 
‘ ; af . . by ; 7 ; pu! rt 
bisoM. od vitisfs to senoqing edt aod". , wie 
alt morlw to eno <esoyolqme owt Jad? aetetoeb a ee 
as yneqsoo fasbaoqeet ont yd beltiess.o i ri 
as eno-bns 'qfet Istenss bas 240qeasat' a 
bebulont gon oma ,'antgatda bas 2 toqanst2" 
" dinw gitataisd bediioeeh evods end af 
‘ : 


qo eetten To vedmull | its 
S$ geri yttitaigiis 
' tago atelled to eda 
at berries agollad to tedmvit, 
e af bebuLont gated to-tvO¥sT 
toviiti antostam jlav goatdbestad 
ytovifeb Letoeqe bas agmeolse | i” 
o sii{itwO ts ‘exeviab . Pr 
es bowteam etolied Yo tedmui ' | 
s at Bebuloat sated od .Beaeoqqo 
sevirh. apstoatias tio, gabategted 
yievitob Lefseqe bas mnomeslae 
S ei(liwo: gs atevind 


w 


yisvifeb Ietoequ his domnalsa navineh [I[6" % | 

to tuo yaixtow base te beyolqme Jaebnoqeet eds to aseyotqme, | 

,atoeivieque. Iqeoxe fis avsa ,bauee yrist bas tawrinasvetD | 

anoeteq ,tisia osttic .toalviegva to Waist aft evods anoceteq | 
bis wWeew tog ewond #S. asd? evam ¢om tol boyoiqme yfisiuget 

.botteq nolseoav: Loonoe ert tot bert ednebute 

. (thaw of? at aseyolqme #) — 


ail i 


enoltatvotg. od? isbay betoubapo eew eeso elds at sdov Pity * 
zedatw ed? ateitesas of .af Jane .toA ent Yo (1)a notszo92 to 
ito sit 0 seenetalrgotqga 90% of 26 eesyolqme eft lo smor Ic 
(S)T motsoe? tehaw beJoubaoo saw etoOV noldainesssiqet om sont — 
juoditw betttyxeo ased anived es beftlezalo need asd sand oft 

| -& .O gio bas .f .oK din’ ‘Wierov a 











. F A ey : men ai) are) : os oe in 
y . Ces pee Le ee : Rae One 
ak 4 ; i 7 if ji y ie nC 7 ae a a : 
| i F 7 ; Sy a y J 1 Lh : rm) ; : ie +f 
nats aL as ie abe * | ” ara ht ; 
Tie ay ae n 1) wee ee tr het L : 


- 142 - 


19,934-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Ware- 
housemen and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Toronto 
Cartage Company (Toronto) thesia el: 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week and students hired for the school 
vacation period.” (20 employees in the unit). 


19,950-60: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Toronto Vehicle Towing Service Limited (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (7 employees in the unit). 


19,996-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 
2995 of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Algoma-Davis 
Timber Limited (Sawmill and planing operations at Horwood 
Lake in Penhorwood Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its sawmill and 
planing Operations at Horwood Lake in Penhorwood Township, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
and office staff." (57 employees in the unit). 


20,012-60: International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 765 (Applicant) v. 
Milbern Window Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Ottawa, engaged in the installation and 

erection of the respondent's products, save and except 

non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 

working foreman." (17 employees in the unit). 


20,020-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Quality 
Builders (Dryden) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Dryden, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 
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20,047-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and 
General Workers (Applicant) v. Acme Ready-Mix Limited 
(Milton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Milton, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office starr." (6-employees in the unit). 


20,048-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and 
General Workers (Applicant) v. Belleville Transit Commission 
(Belleville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Belleville, 
save and except operational manager, persons above the rank 
of operational manager, and office staff." 

14 employees in the unit). 


20,053-60: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Direct Winters Transport Limited (Oshawa Terminal) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of its Oshawa Terminal, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office and sales 
staff." (18 employees in the unit). 


20,054-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers 
International Union, Local 351 Pestana v. Metro 
Laundry and Cleaners (Toronto) Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
drivers and office staff." (26 employees in the unit). 


20.055-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. The Roman Catholic Separate School Board 
of Sudbury (caretaking and maintenance staff) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the caretaking and maintenance 
staff of the respondent, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office staff and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(29 employees in the unit). 


20,057-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. The Municipal Corporation of the Township 
of Pickering (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (24 employees in the unit). 





20,073-60: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Local 493, Sudbury & District, 
Ontario (Applicant) v. M. Sullivan & Son Limited (in 
Sudbury and within a thirty-five mile radius from the 
Sudbury City Limits) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent 
employed in Sudbury and within a thirty-five mile radius 
from the Sudbury City Limits, save and except non-working 
foremen and those above the rank of non-working foreman. 
(3 employees in the unit). 


20, 084-60: Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 
ae v. Frame Neckwear Co. Limited (Kitchener) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, and office and sales staff." 

(16 employees in the unit). 


20,093-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CLO:CLC (Applicant) v. Frontenac Quarries Limited 
(Kingston) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kingston, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (10 employees in the unit). 


20,103-60: General Truck Drivers' Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Boyd 
Transport Limited (Newmarket) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Newmarket, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(7 employees in the unit). 


20,104-60: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Scott Haulage Limited (Timmins terminal) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of its Timmins terminal, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office and 
sales staff." (44 employees in the unit). 





20,113-60: United Cement, Lime and Gypsum Workers Inter- 
national Union, AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Elgin Block and 
Cement Product Limited (St. Thomas) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
St. Thomas, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, and office staff." (5 employees in the unit). 


20,130-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
OrvAmerica, AsPile, CeksOe CaleCs (Applicant) v./Sehwenger 
Construction Limited (on the Tillsonburg Sewage Treatment 
Plant Project at Tillsonburg) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on the Tillsonburg Sewage Treat- 
ment Plant Project at Tillsonburg, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman,’ (11 employees in the unit). 


20,135-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning & Dye House Workers' 
International Union 351 (Applicant) v. Brighton Laundry 
Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff, drivers, and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(76 employees in the unit). 


20,147-60: International Chemical Workers Union, A.F. of 
Ley CeryOpee L.Ce i Lecal Union 216" (Applicant) vt Kembarl 
Bishop Canada Division of Pfizer Corporation (Cornwall) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Cornwall, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
laboratory staff and office staff." 

(30 employees in the unit). 


20, 156-60: Local 280, of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees' 
& Bartenders’ International Union, (Applicant) v. Harold 
Hoffman and Charles Miller carrying on business under the 
firm name and style of Humber Public House (Township of 
Etobicoke) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar-boys 
and improvers in the employ of the respondent in the Town- 
ship of Etobicoke, save and except managers, persons above 
the rank of manager and persons regularly employed for not 
more than twenty-four hours per week." 

(4 employees in the unit). 





20,166-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local #2486 (Applicant) v. Hill-Clark-Francis, 
Limited (Espanola) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at Espanola, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit). 


20.168-60: United Glass and Ceramic Workers of North 
America, AFL-CIO, CLC (Applicant) v. National Concrete 
Products Ltd. (Mimico) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Mimico, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office starf." (15 employees in the unit). 


20,174-60: Listowel Transport Lines Employees Association 
(Applicant) v. Listowel Transport Lines Limited (Listowel, 
Toronto, Kitchener and Guelph Terminals) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and students 
hired for the school vacation period.” 

(47 employees in the unit). 


(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


20,187-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local Union 1450 (Applicant) v. Pigott Con- 
struction Company Limited (City of Peterborough and the 
suburban area immediately adjacent thereto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the City of Peterborough and 

the suburban area immediately adjacent thereto, save and 

except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 

non-working foreman." (6 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the record as follows: 


"The Board notes the representations 
of the respondent that the foremen in its 
employ are persons whom the Board normally 
described as non-working foremen." 
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20, 190-60: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW-CIO) (Applicant) 
v. Lakehead Industries Limited (Kingsville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kingsville, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (6 employees in the unit). 


20.201-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Lccal Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Lee Truzillo 
Contracting Co. (in the geographical District of Kenora and 
all that part of the geographical District of Rainy River, 
west of a line running north and south through Glenorchy on 
the Canadian National Railway) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the geographical District of 
Kenora and all that part of the geographical District of 
Rainy River, west of a line running north and south through 
Glenorchy on the Canadian National Railway, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 


Certified Subsequent to Vote 


19,.458-59: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers - AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. W.C. Wood 
Company Ltd. (Guelph) MRabeSnneatNe v. United Electrical 
Radio & Machine Workers of America (UE) and its Local 5 
(Respondent ) 


On June 22, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"A representation vote will be conducted among 
the following categories of employees of W.C. Wood 
Company Ltd.: 

(A) All hourly rated employees in the employ of 
W.C. Wood Company Ltd., at Guelph, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff, during the payroll period ending 
immediately prior to the date of the commencing of 
the strike of employees of the company at Guelph, on 
Or .eanour Aprir ara, ~1959;3) and 

(B) All hourly rated employees save the said 
excluded occupational classifications, who entered 
the employ of the company at Guelph, between April 
3rd, 1959 and the date hereof and who do not vol- 
untarily terminate their employment or are not dis- 
charged for cause between the date hereof and the 
date of the vote. 
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The names of these persons will be 
segregated and placed on two lists. List 
No. 1 will consist of persons who are work- 
ing at Guelph on the date hereof. List No. 
2 Will consist of all other persons in 
Category A and their ballots will be segre- 
gated. The polling booth for persons in 
List No. 1 willbe located at the company's 
premises at Guelph. The Registrar will 
confer with the parties with respect to the 
site of the polling booth for persons on 
LAsts honey 


On July 28th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the 
Record as follows: 


"The Registrar is directed to destroy 
the 63 segregated ballots not counted and in 
doing so to preserve the secrecy thereof." 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Guelph, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office and sales staff." (110 employees in the unit). 


Pai NO) 

Number of names on revised eligibility list 107 
Number of ballots cast by persons whose 

names appear on voters' list 105 
Number of ballots cast by persons whose 

names do not appear on voters! list 1 
Number of ballots segregated Bs 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 100 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 5 


bist No. 2 


Number of names on revised eligibility list 13 
Number of ballots cast 63 
Number of ballots cast by persons 

whose names appear on voters’ list 63 


Number of ballots cast by persons whose 
names do not appear on voters' list 3 
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19,544-59: London and District Building Service Workers' 
Union, Toeal e207 VAiRe sof Ly +) CaliOe'= CL. Sbtaaciats 
v. Canadian Linen Supply Company Ltd. (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 

except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of fore- 

man or forelady, salesmen drivers, salesmen, truck drivers, 
arage attendants and office staff." 

(135 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 88 
Number of ballots cast 88 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 67 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 20 


19,619-60: Local Union 339 of the International Brother- 
hood of Electrical Workers (Applicant) v. The Hydro Electric 
Commission of the City of Fort William (office and clerical 
employees) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent, 
save and except manager, office manager, department 
managers, line superintendent and persons above the rank of 
manager, office manager, department managers or line super- 
intendent, private secretary to the manager and office 
manager, sales staff, persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week, students hired for the school 
vacation period and persons bound by a subsisting 
collective agreement." (13 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
Geclares that the clerk in the service centre 
building is included in the bargaining unit. 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes that at the date of 
the filing of this application there was only 
one private secretary to the manager and office 
manager (one name follows).” 


Number of names on eligibility list ll 
Number of ballots cast vie 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 5 
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19,753-60: Building Service Employees! International 
Union, Local 210, Windsor, Ontario (Applicant) v. Sydenham 
District Hospital (Wallaceburg) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Wallaceburg, 

save and except professional medical staff, graduate 
nursing staff, undergraduate nurses, graduate pharmacists, 
undergraduate pharmacists, graduate dietitians, student 
dietitians, technical personnel, supervisors, persons above 
the rank of supervisor, chief engineer, office staff and 
persons regularly employed not more than 24 hours per week.” 
(68 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purpose of clarity the Board 
declares that the term technical personnel 
comprises physiotherapists, occupational 
therapists, psychologists, electro-encephalo- 
graphists, electrical shock therapists, 
laboratory, radiological, pathological and 
cardiological technicians. 


The Board further declares that 
certified nursing assistants are included 
in the bargaining unit. 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The attention of the parties is 
directed to the decisions of the Board in 


the Minit Car Wash Garage Limited Case and 
the International Coopsrage of Canada Limited 


Case, 


We wish to make it clear that we do 
not condone the actions of the respondent in 
this case and while, in our view, such action 
cannot affect the weight to be given to the 
documentary evidence filed in opposition to 
the application, we intend, should the 
occasion arise, to subject to careful scrutiny 
everything that the respondent or anyone 
associated with it might do between the date 
of this direction and the date the vote is 
taken, which may have the effect of influenc- 
ing employees in the free expression of their ° 
desires." 
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Board Member, E. Boyer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. My views are already 
on record in the dissenting opinion in 
tie Minit Car Wash Garage Limited Case. 


L would have directed that the appli- 
cation for certification be granted." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 61 
Number of ballots cast by persons 

whose names appear on revised 

eligibility: list 59 

Number of ballots cast by persons 

whose names do not appear on the 

voters' list - segregated and not 


counted by agreement of the parties Ll 
Number of spoiled ballots v 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 32 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 26 


19,759-60: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Double 'L' Transport Limited (Ottawa) fRespondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (24 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 20 
Number of ballots cast 20 
Number of ballots segregated 

not counted) 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 10 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 8 


19,765-60: The Toronto Civie Employees Union, Local 43 
(National Union of Public Employees) (Applicant) v. The 
Housing Authority of Toronto (Regent Park Housing Project 
(North) Plan) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and their helpers of the 
respondent at the "Regent Park Housing Project (North) 
Plan, save and except the chief engineer." 

(15 employees in the unit). 
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Number of names on 

eligibility list 8 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


19.913-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Chisnell-Ganton Ltd, 
(Espanola) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at Espanola, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (8 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast 7 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) N 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant L 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING JULY 
No Vote Conducted 


19,420-59: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Applicant) v. Toronto Board of Education 
(Respondent) v. Toronto Board of Education Assistant 
Caretaker's Association, (Local 134, National Union of 
Public Employees, C.L.C.) (Intervener) v. The Toronto 
Board of Education Chief Caretakers Association, (Local 
63, National Union of Public Employees, C.L.C.) 
(Intervener). (153 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Under the circumstances of this case 
the applicant has failed to establish its 
entitlement to certification in respect of a 
craft unit pursuant to the provisions of 
section 6 (2) of The Labour Relations Act. 
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Accordingly, the Board finds that the 
appropriate bargaining unit comprises 

all the employees covered by the col- 
lective agreement between the respondent 
and the Toronto Board of Education 
Assistant Caretakers Agsoclation, Local 
134, National Union of Public Employees, 
CLC. As the list containing the names 

of the employees filed by the respondent 
with the Board for all employees covered 
by the said collective agreement indi- 
cates that there are 426 persons in this 
bargaining unit as of the date of filing 
of the application, the Board is satisfied 
on the basis of all the evidence before it 
that less than forty-five per cent of the 
employees of the respondent in this bargain- 
ing unit are members of the applicant." 


19,501~59: The National Union of Public Employees D.L.C. 
Applicant) v. Glen - Stor - Dun Lodge (East Front, Cornwall) 
Respondent). (38 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent is 
a municipality as defined in the Department of 
Municipal Affairs Act and that it has declared 
under Section 79 of The Labour Relations Act 
that that Act shall not apply to it in its 
relations with its employees or any of them. 
In view of the action of the respondent in 
making such a declaration, the Board has no 
jurisdiction to process this application 
further and the proceeding is accordingly 
terminated." 


19,707-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. The Tower Company 
Limited (Hill Island in the St. Lawrence River) (Respondent), 
(9 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board, following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application." 







































Dede wooyolqmt otidva to acta Lanotvan nat? 1REmLOR, 
(ifaw) ,Joott tasa) egboal avd ~ Yoda = sold yv (taseliagA) | 


‘? oe 


A in i . ne : .) ee ike 
he me ‘ inh Me i rteer 4.) Te 
is eae 


bobtaiftsa et bieod edd) poltaotiqga Ad Wo 
jt etoted soasbive edt Ife to stead ei? go ry ae 


“alagitad atid at Saebioqeet e end ‘in woeyetaee 


at inebnoqest oft tai? ebatt bude oft” 
Yo taomtxeged st ot bontted en wiilaglotaum ep 
bonsloeb asd 2t teadd Ome JoA etialta Laglotau™ 
3pA attoltelan qwodad of? te CY mokines sefnw 
att at 34 0% yfqqa toa {ieta JOA teds and 
mati To yas io aseyotane efi ddlw enolielot 
nt tnebnogest atd to aolion oft To watyv al 
on aad bisol od? .ootietafosb & dove gninem 


Qo etemtol bra etedneatad Io i ong hedlall :09-TOT,ef 
ynagmoD towolT oil .¥ (snsetiqah) 
.(Jasbrogeel) (aoviht eo wal «3 


basaoupe: asd tnaoliqqs od? ‘Hanond ta” 
al sottostg feuay edt gatwoticl bined odd 


hie aos 


a “td 3a 





Sta etelaqorqqs 
; Bory 8 b,.prraerry ibe ewe g gs WAGE * fe 
Parison J 030 
| pin epi ty 20 busoll 
f{poal ,sotvalooagA etex 
,asoyolqnd ofidvt Ro 
nonten any arsntadice, 3 * 
dnebaoges edd yd Os ree se ban 
bowsvoo. Aeayol gm. tee ahaa sooo iz ie ie 
~itbal saomasitaa wvhsoaLtes tee. 9d ae 
ald? nt anoateq O94 sie eted? add pls ile | 
qaiftt to stab sd? to as diow anit ptegtead fe 






et} to thos teq ovlt-y2102 med? egot Jens 
" tagoliqgs oft to erscmom S's er aot 


. (seayotqme SE) .(iaebnoqeed) 
rawollfol aa baooeH eft baatobhre pao eit 


notdsotiqas ards unaporg of matgethatrol 
ylnntbrooos et gilbossotq prt bana toni? 
i " badanlaro’ "’ i, 


BYE aotad [eood .aotaemA 
sid ar basiel (sin) bedimtd 
. (aeeyolqme @) 


rawolfot as otooe! ont beetobas bisod oT 


~nteted molisoll evi watbddiw o2 svseel 
"aolJeoliqqs edt seaaimelb ,avase oud 


- 154 - 


19,829-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, A.F.L. C.1.0. C.L.C. Local Union 3054 (Applicant) 
v. Lor.don Precision Buildings Ltd. and Mobile Homes 
Division (London) (Respondent). (23 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board, following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application.” 


19,873-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
647 of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Trent Valley Bakeries (Orillia, Gravenhurst, Parry Sound 
and Bracebridge) (Respondent) v. Retail, Wholesale Bakery 
and Confectionery Workers! Union, Local 461 (Intervener). 


Unit No. 3: "all driver salesmen and special delivery 
employees of the respondent employed at and working out of 
Bracebridge, save and except supervisors, persons above the' 
rank of supervisor, office staff, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week and students hired for 
the school vacation period.” (3 employees in the unit). 


19,904-60: Chef Boy-Ar-Dee Employee's Association 
pepe acene) v. Canadian Home Products Limited (Niagara Falls) 
Respondent). (39 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant has failed to satisfy 
the Board that it is a trade union within the 
meaning of section 1(1)(i) of The Labour 
Relations Act." 


20,022-60: National Union of Public Employees--C.L.C. 
(Applicant) v. Workmen's Compensation Board (Hospital and 
Rehabilitation Centre) (Downsview) (Respondent). 

133 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On a previous application by the applicant 
herein, the Board, in dismissing the application, 
held "that the respondent is an emanation of the 
Crown ... and that The Labour Relations Act does 
not apply to it”. 
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The language used by the Board in dealing 
with the status of the respondent in that 
ease is identical with that of Hope J. in 
Nadeau v. Workmen's Compensation Board, 
(1935) O.R. 472, at p. 473. Nothing that 
was urged upon the Board by the applicant 
in the instant case warrants us reaching 
any other conclusion than that arrived at 
in the earlier case." 


20,029-60: Patternmakers' Association of Hamilton and 
Vicinity (Applicant) v. Shewell Pattern and Manufacturing 
Company (Hamilton) (Respondent). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The documentary evidence of membership 
submitted by the applicant in support of its 
application does not bear the signatures of 
the members and is not accompanied by evidence 
or other documentary material to show that the 
persons concerned were members of the applicant 
at the relevant times I.E. the period that the 
application was before the Board. The appli- 
cation is accordingly dismissed, without 
prejudice however to the right of the applicant 
to file a new application." 


20,136-60: International Union, United Automobile, Air- 
craft & Agricultural Implement Workers of America - UAW 
(aed: v. Hurlbut Body Company Ltd. (Dunnville) 
Respondent). (29 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the 
non~-appearance of the applicant at the hearing 
held by the Board in the matter." 


20,146-60: Trenton Construction Workers Association, 
Local No. 52, Affiliated with the Christian Labour 
Association of Canada(Applicant) v. Tange Company Limited 
(Trenton) (Respondent). (12 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given orally at the 
hearing this application is dismissed. 
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Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Vote 


18,590-59: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Ware- 
housemen and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. 
Premiumwares Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 

Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office and sales staff and students hired for 
the school vacation period." (27 employees in the unit). 


On January 1960, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"The six temporary employees hired for 
the purpose of assisting in the moving of the 
plant are not included in the bargaining unit. 
For the purposes of clarity these six persons 
are Theodore Lambropoulus, Joseph Waddell, 
George Wooley, Frederick Nicholls, Larry 
Thompson and Lawrence Nash. 


The above finding with respect to the 
aforementioned six people including Waddell 
and Lambropoulus was with respect to their 
duties and responsibilities at the time of the 
filing of the application. This does not 
imply that if any of these persons are still 
in the employ of the respondent that they are 
necessarily excluded from the voters' list. 


On May 18th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
in part: as follows: 


"In all the cirsumstances of this case 
the Board is of the opinion that a new repre~ 
sentation vote should be taken among the em- 
ployees of the respondent in the bargaining 
unit deseribed by the Board in its decision of 
January 18th, 1960. 


Board Member E.Boyer dissented and said: 


"T dissent. In my view this is not a 
case where a new vote should be directed and 
I would have abided by the result of the re- 
presentation vote held on February 15th, 1960 
and ordered accordingly. 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 17 
Number of ballots cast ae 
Number of ballots spoiled 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant Le 


19,047-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Lumber & Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693 
(Applicant) v. Lucien Legault (woods operations, Townships 
of Southworth, Wainwright, Britton, Rugby, Eton, Aubrey, 
Langton and Docker in the territorial District of Kenora) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in its 
woods operations in the Townships of Southworth, Wain- 
wright, Britton, Rugby, Eton, Aubrey, Langton and Docker 
in the territorial District of Kenora, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
and scalers.” (31 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 0 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant I 


19,210-60: fTumber & Sawmill Workers' Union Local 2693, 
United Brotherhood of Carpenters! and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Rathwell Planing Mills (Shipping yard, 
Dryden and woods operations and portable sawmill 
(Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its shipping 
yard at Dryden and its employees engaged in its woods 
Operations and operating its portable sawmill, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and scalers." (20 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised LL 
eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast ll 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant A 
Number of ballots marked as 
Opposed to applicant T 
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19,230-59: United Cement, Lime and Gypsum Workers 
International Union, A.P.Ls-C.0.0,.-C.LsCy (Applicant) v. 
Lake Ontario Portland Cement Company Limited (Picton) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at Picton, save and except supervisors, persons above the 
rank of supervisor, a secretary to the operations manager 
and a secretary to the personnel manager." 

(10 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Reoord as follows: 


"The question before the Board is as to 
whether P. Folkard is entitled to vote ina 
bargaining unit consisting of office and 
clerical employees, save and except supervisors 
and certain other exceptions not here material. 


Folkard is an analyst in the respondent's 
laboratory in which there are 11 other employees 
and a chief chemist. 


In 1958, a certificate was issued by the 
Board covering all employees of the respondent, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office and clerical personnel and 
security guards. Tne certificate was issued 
to the present applicant. 


The laboratory employees were covered by 
this certificate. While Folkard's name does not 
appear on the list of employees filed at that 
time, there is no question in our minds that if 
his duties and responsibilities were the same as 
they are revealed to be in the examiner's report 
in the present case, Folkard would have been 
included in the bargaining unit. 


In October 1958, the company and a local 
of the present applicant entered into a collective 
agreement covering maintenance and production em- 
ployees. While the laboratory employees are covered 
by this agreement, it is agreed by the parties that 
Folkard was not so covered and is not now covered 
by any collective agreement. The company maintains 
he was excluded because he exercised a management 
function. The union maintains he was excluded 
because he was an office or clerical worker, which 
classifications are excluded by the agreement. 
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Both parties maintain the same position on 
the present application and therefore the 
company submits he should not have the 
right to vote and the union submits he 
ought to have such right. 


The matter was not raised when the 
present case was first heard - indeed, 
Folkard's name was not on the list filed 
by the company. There was no objection to 
this list by the union. The Board directed 
a representation vote be taken and the 
question arose when the voters' list was 
being approved. 


Folkard was permitted to vote, but 
his ballot was segregated and the ballot 
box was sealed. An examiner subsequently 
enquired into his duties. 


On the basis of the evidence before 
us, we are quite clear that Folkard does 
not exercise a managerial function within 
the meaning of section 1(3)(b) of The Labour 
Relations Act. We are also of the opinion 
that he has little or no community of inter- 
est with the office and clerical group. His 
work and interests are almost wholly with the 
laboratory group. 


In all the circumstances of this case, 
the Board finds that Folkard is not appro- 
priate for inclusion in the present bargaining 
unit and directs that his ballot be destroyed. 
The Registrar is directed to proceed with the 
counting of the ballots.” 


Number of names of revised 

eligibility list 10 
Number of ballots cast 10 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 7 


19,503-59: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
(Applicant) v. International Harvester Company of Canada 
Limited, Sales and Service Division, Hamilton District 
Office (Respondent). 
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Unit 2: "all motor Truck Salesmen, farm equipment salesmen 
and farm equipment servicemen of the Sales and Service 
Division, Hamilton District Office, of the respondent save 
and except supervisors and persons above the rank of super- 
visor. (13 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 13 
Number of ballots cast L's 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant is 


19,941-60: International Union of Electrical, Radio & 
Machine Workers (AFL-CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. Crompton 
Parkinson Electrical Limited (Brantford) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in 

the Township of Brantford, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 
(24 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

@elieibiiity List 2 
Number of ballots cast ee 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 8 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 13 


19,953-60: International Association of Machinists 


Applicant) v. Canadian Gypsum Company Limited (Weston plant) 
Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Weston plant, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff and stationary engineers." 

(50 Employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 49 
Number of ballots cast 48 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 22 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 26 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING JULY, 1960 


20,077-60: United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipe Fitting Industry of the United 
States and Canada (Applicant) v. Fraser-Brace Engineering 
Co. (Ontario) Limited (United Counties of Stormont, Dundas, 
and Glengarry) (Respondent). (5 employees). 


20,114-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
ee v. Hopkins Steel, Ltd. (Welland) (Respondent). 
12 employees). 


20,115-60: Local 721 International Association of Bridge, 
Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers (Applicant) v. 
Leonardelli Construction (Oshawa) (Respondent). (3 employees). 


20,127-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Pepourers'’ Union of America, Local 1250 (ALF.L. C.1.0. ) 
C.L.C.) (Applicant) v. Spino Construction Limited (Ottawa) 
pee aondere (10 employees). 


20,129-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
Prerica, AsPsels Cels0. C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Frid Construction 
Co. Limited (Woodstock) (Respondent). (4 employees). 


20.158-60: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 506 (Applicant) v. 
Consolidated Sand and Gravel Limited (Locust Hill) (Respondent). 
(7 employees). 


20,180-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Hotz & Sons Limited (Hamilton) 
(Respondent). (11 employees). 


20.197-GO: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 4 eg aNe v. Ralston Purina Company of Canada (Clarkson) 
(Respondent). (3 employees). 


20,202-60: United Garment Workers of America, Local 253 
ee eeenty v. Mister New Yorker Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 
11 employees). 


20,209-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995, of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.I.0. (Applicant) v. Woollings Forest Products Limited 
(bush operations in the Township of Lee, District of Timi- 
skaming, and the townships immediately adjacent thereto) 
(Respondent). (30 employees). 
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20.210-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers’ Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Eli Charlebois (bush 
operations, District of Timiskaming) (Respondent). 

(22 employees). 


20,226-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Lodal 1250, (A.FP.L. 011.0.) 
ae (Applicant) v. Spino Construction Limited (Ottawa) 
Respondent). (10 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING JULY, 1960 


18,506-59: Doreen Mary Hugonnet (Applicant) v. Office 
Employees International Union Local 131, A.F.L.-C.1I.0. 
(Respondent). (Granted) (18 employees). 


(Re: Mack Trucks of Canada Limited, 
Toronto Retail Branch) 


On June 29th, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"At the second hearing of this case the 
Board reserved its judgment on the question as 
to whether the respondent should be permitted 
to adduce evidence with respect to the alleged 
actions of W.E. Beamish. It is clear that these 
matters were well-known to the respondent and to 
its solicitor since, prior to the filing of the 
present application, the applicant had sought 
leave from the Board to prosecute both Beamish 
and the company. The respondent filed no charges 
in connection with the present application prior 
to the first hearing and, indeed, its solicitor 
informed the Board that it had not intended to do 
so. At the first hearing the respondent requested 
an adjournment until after the Board had handed 
down its decisions in the consent to prosecute 
cases. This was refused by the Board and the 
parties were directed to proceed with the case. 
At this point, the respondent then requested an 
adjournment to file charges on another matter 
unconnected with the issues raised in the consent 
to prosecute cases and notice of which had only 
been brought to his attention during a recess which 
the Board had taken to consider his first request. 
The Board granted the adjournment and directed that 
particulars of the charge be filed. 
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Particulars on this charge were subsequently 
filed by telegram, but the telegram also gave 
particulars with respect to the alleged act- 
ions of Beamish, matters which, as noted 
above, were unconnected with the allegations 
for which the adjournment had been granted. 


It is clear that had the respondent 
not requested such an adjournment the case 
would have proceeded and the respondent would 
not have been permitted to adduce evidence 
with respect to the alleged actions of 
Beamish. The Board's first ruling that the 
case proceed would have precluded the res- 
pondent from adducing such evidence, since 
allegations had not been made and the res- 
pondent could not have pleaded lack of know- 
ledge. Indeed, this was one of the reasons 
which prompted the Board to direct that the 
case proceed. That being the case, it is our 
Opinion that the respondent cannot at a sub- 
sequent date, attempt to get such allegations 
in, simply because he was given an opportunity 
to make charges in respect to another matter. 
where, the Board felt, it was reasonable that 
such opportunity be given. Especially is 
this so where the allegations are entirely 
connected with the charges with respect to 
which the adjournment was given. 


The Board therefore declares that the 
respondent is not entitled to adduce evidence 
with respect to the alleged actions of Beamish. 
The Board has heard the evidence ori all other 
issues and there remains, therefore, only the 
argument of the parties. The case will be re- 
listed for continuation of hearing for this 
purpose." 


On July 18th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"Having regard to the contents of a letter 
addressed to the Board by the respondent dated 
July 13, 1960 wherein the respondent has notified 
the Board that it does not desire to continue to 
represent the employees of Mack Trucks of Canada 
Limited in the bargaining unit described in the 
certificate issued by this Board on August 5, 
1958, the Board declares that the respondent no 
longer represents the employees in such bargain- 
ing oanits" 
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20,037-60: Orval Vitek (Applicant) v. United Steelworkers 
of America (Respondent). (Granted). (23 employees). 


(Re: The Coleman Lamp & Stove Co. Ltd., 
Etobicoke, Ontario. 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The majority of the employees of 
The Coleman Lamp & Stove Co. Ltd. in the 
bargaining unit defined by the Board in 
its certificate issued on September 4th, 
1958, having signified in writing that 
they no longer wish to be represented by 
the respondent herein, and the respondent 
having notified the Board that it no longer 
claims to represent these employees, the 
Board declares that the respondent no 
longer represents the employees of The 
Coleman Lamp & Stove Co. Ltd., for whom it 
was certified as bargaining agent on 
September 4th, 1958. 


20,131-60: William Martin, Lawrence Gilroy and Allen 
Johnson (Applicant) v. The International Typographical 
Union, Local 204 (Respondent). (Dismissed). (7 employees). 


(Re: Hanson & Edgar Ltd., 
Kingston, Ontario). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED 
OF DURING JULY, 1960 


20,134-60: Lewis Brothers Hardware Limited (Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL; CIO: CLC and its Local 414 (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20,142-60: Lewis Brothers Hardware Limited (Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. James Gilday et al(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
JULY, 1960 


19,802-60: Genalco Company Limited (Toronto) (Applicant) 
v. International Association of Machinists (Respondent). 


(Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board consents to the institution of a 
prosecution of the respondent for a violation of 
section 32 (4) of The Labour Relations Act." 
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, PLS 9 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Type of Disposition August lst 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 O-6l 59-00 
i. Certification 58 318 361 
II, Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 2 19 LO 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status - Me 6 
IV. Conciliation Services 81 475 503 


Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 1 3 3 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination ef Agreement ~ - v 


Wit. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 5 12 bie 


Will. Declaration that 


Lockout Unlawful ~ 2 if 

IX. Consent to Prosecute Uy 41 56 
X. Miscellaneous ae ae See 
TOTAL 150 872 1043 





TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





| Number 
| August Ist 5 months of fiscal year 


1960 0-60 59-60 





Hearings and continuation 
ef Hearings by the Board 88 371 519 
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TABLE III 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED.OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY MAJOR TYPES 





Number of Applications Disposed of 





Type of Application August ist 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 0-71 59-60 
I. Certification 60 a4 332 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 5 23 39 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status* - 6 4 
IV. Conciliation Services 90 461 590 


V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 1 3 5 


Vi. Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement ~ 1 ~ 


VII. Declaration that Strike 


Unlawful ~ 13 17 

VIII. Declaration that Lockout 
Unlawful - 1 s 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 5 AD 61 
X. Miscellaneous one Ey. ! sees 
TOTAL 162 8o4 A052 


| 
| 
| 


*This does not include cases in which the question of successor 
status arises as a collateral issue. 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





Disposition ae pp: 2 pos: einer Se ee ae ist JS 7 TOS anes no pipeet v 





nn <9 oe an STS e ~ 60-61 59-60 
I.Certification 
Certified 
ee 33 203 189 589 5495 you 
Other ie oe (etal 39 855 826 
Total 36 236 eet 628 6350 5070 
Dismissed 
CLC 11 56 63 305 1991 3741 
Other ate) Wy aS se fon 664 
Total 16 v4 76 386 2712 4UOS5 
Withdrawn 
CLG 5 28 20 45 531 295 
Other ee me me) 95 ee, 192 
Total 8 35 29 140 650 487 
TOTAL: 60 B44 332 1154 9712 996:2 
Certification oe perme heat 
Applicaticns 


Disposed of 


I re Uc a2 9 ok Wile noe A a ak tha tte lk Jee ies olen vel do BBA etd agi 2 
*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with the 
Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 168 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 








(continued) 
No.Appl'ns Disposed of *Employees 
Disposition Abs. 18t, GS mos, Tiscali yr Aug, fst 5 mos, fiscal 
T60 ©0-61 59-60 T60 60-61 59-60 
II.Termination 
Bargaining Rights 
Terminated 
CLC 4 Li 18 YS 234 662 
Other _- Ae ae: _- 56 fe 
Total 4 Khe 20 4s 290 669 
Dismissed 
CLC 1 a 16 2 21 559 
Other es ye Bi ee Mikers et at 
Total Ma 6 18 2 38 570 
Withdrawn 
CLC ~ 4 - - 380 ~ 
Other Mikes _- 1 M3 104 
Total - 4 1 ~ 380 104 
TOTAL: nS ep 39 AT 708 1343 
Termination ci ran Rive 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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- 169 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
continued. 





Number of Applications Disposed of 


Disposition August lst 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 60-61 59-60 


wail. Successor Status 





Granted - 5 4 
Dismissed - - 
Withdrawn Wil pervs at 
Total Pras _6 Br 
IV. Conciliation Shevinen® 
Referred 
CLC 64 368 471 
Other 20 _68 Sr é 
Total 84 436 538 
Dismissed 
CLC 1 ut 23 
Other Bink 2 sus 
Total ns ns 23 
Withdrawn 
CLC 4 14 28 
Other me a ays 
Total 5, 19 29 
TOTAL: 90 461 590 
Conciliation ati marke ia oe 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*Includes applications ror conciliation services re unions 


claiming successor status. 
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- 179 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


ee errr eenesoeesre earn trninoennentsiereiednj estes iammpnpnsnnemnamnyminiatineshoseshnvaposesciosoa up asnags-napncninaereliasincasnalge te ose op 
Number of Applications Disposed of 


Disposition August list 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 0-61 59-60 


ree eanenreneneeneatnerhoentep-ethvnnaneertnnentlnpn pce ens ait pp ays ee 


V. Determination under 
section 


Granted - 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 


Total 


he |e 
lle le Ho 
In fo Bw oo 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of 
Agreement 


Granted ~ 


bw 
i 


Dismissed ~ 


| Withdrawn ~ 


Ie | 


Total 


| 








VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Granted - a 2 
Dismissed - 1 2 
Withdrawn ie pes 13 

Total Tie 13 i7 
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- 171 + APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
continued 





Number of Applications Disposed of 


Disposition ugust st 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 O-O1 59-60 





VIII. Declaration that 
ckout Un awful 


Granted - 1 - 
Dismissed - = - 
Withdrawn tod eles Mia 

Total ital a st es 


IX. Consent to 


~~Prosecute 

Granted 2 a5 20 

Dismissed - 2 6 

Withdrawn La 26 ee 

Total me 41 61 

X. Miscellaneous* 

Granted 1 yi - 

Dismissed - - 1 

Withdrawn _- _ vas 

| Total i mes ee! 


*See Case Listings for details. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 








Number of Votes 





Disposition August. ist 5S months, ol. tiscali year 
15t0 O-o1 59-600 
(1) 


Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 2 15 a 
Choice between 2 
unions - 8 11 
Other whee phot ies 
Total Certified: 2 23 24 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No 4 26 23 


Choice between 2 
Unions - 6 6 


Other - = - 


re 
nw) 
| 

LO 


| Total Dismissed: 4 


GRAND TOTAL: 


Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


"Thy See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3. 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 





Number of votes 


Disposition August lst 5 months of fiscal year 
1960 @0-6O1 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC - 
Other we 


Lee 
lw 


Total - 2 3 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 
CES 2 4 a5 
Other a 3 2 
Total We bars oe 


GRAND TOTAL: 


Termination Appli'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


lho 
© 


= 





*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the 
applicant is a group of employees, or the employer; the 
incumbent union is thus the respondent. 
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PART TWO 


CASE LISTINGS 





APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING AUGUST, 1960 


Bargaining Agents Certified During August 
No Vote Conducted 


19,472-60: The Lumber & Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 
2093, oO: the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America (Applicant) v. Arthur Gagnon (woods operations 
in the area north of Locke Bay covered by license no. 

1712 issued by the Department of Lands and Forests in the 
Township of Umback in the District of Kenora) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in its 
woods operations in the area north of Locke Bay covered 
by license no. 1712 issued by the Department of Lands 
and Forests in the Township of Umback in the District of 
Kenora, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office staff and scalers." (13 employees in 
the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follews: 


"The Board finds that the persons alleged 
by the respondent to be independent contractors 
are employees of the respondent within the meaning 
of The Labour Relations Act." 


19,855-60: National Union of Public Employees, CLC 
(Applicant) v. The Town of Trenton (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, engineering 
department employees, parking committee employees, parks 
board employees, office staff, persons reularly 

employed for not more than 24 hours per week and students 
hired for the school vacation period.’ (25 employees in 
the unit). 





19,921-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
eee v. Allied Fluorescent & Incandescent Ltd. 
Toronto Township) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Allied 
Electric Manufacturing Division at Toronto Township, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff." (27 employees in the unit). 


19,954-60: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen 
of North America, AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. Steinberg's 
Limited (meat department employees, City of London and 
Townships of Westminster and London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its meat depart- 
ments in its stores at London, and in the Townships of 
London and Westminster, save and except meat department 
managers, and persons above the rank of meat department 
manager.' (15 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that wrappers, delicatessen and scale 
girls, and delicatessen clerks, are included 
in the bargaining unit”. 


20,006-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers’, Union of America, Local 527 (A.F.L.-C.1.0.) 
EN (Applicant) v. James Tapp and Sons Limited. 

Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent employed 
at and working out of Ottawa save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(23 employees in the unit). 


20,014-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Tellier & Groleau General Contractors 
(Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at its C.M.H.C. Housing Project No. 
FP3-57 at Cornwall, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman. 

(22 employees in the unit). 


20,195-60: United Steelworkers of America, (Applicant) v. 
Court Galvanizing Ltd. (Guelph) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Guelph, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (14 employees in the unit). 
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20,196-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and 
Common Labourers’ Union of America, Local 527 (AFL-CIO) 
CLC (Applicant) v. Berlin Motels Ltd. (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at its motel project on Rideau Street at Ottawa, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 


20,204-60: Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 
Applicant) v. Deacon Brothers Sportswear Limited 
Belleville) (Respondent). v. Belle-Tex Association 
Intervener). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
Having regard 


(1) to the previous findings of the Board in 
Belle-Tex Association and Deacon Brothers 
Sportswear Limited, File No. 18899-59. 


(2) to the failure of the intervener in the 
present case to adduce any evidence with 
respect to its transition from being an 
organization that fell within the mischief 
of section 9 of The Labour Relations Act 
(see Canadian Fabricated Case (1955), C.C.H. 
Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 


(1955-1959). 


(3) to the provisions of section 34 (a) of 
The Labour Relations Act and 


(4) to all the other circumstances of this 
ease, the Board finds that the agreement dated 
July 7, 1960 between the respondent and the 
intervener is not a collective agreement with- 
in the meaning of The Labour Relations Act and 
is accordingly not a bar to the present appli- 
cation. 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Belleville, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office and sales staff and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(72 employees in the unit). 


20,214-60: Canadian Labour Congress, Local #24210, 
(Applicant) v. Anco Products (St. Marys) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at St. Marys, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office and sales staff and students 
hired for the school vacation period." 

(18 employees in the unit). 


20,215-60: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Local 493, (Applicant) v. 
Anglin-Norcross Ontario Limited (at its Bell Telephone 
Exchange Building project at North Bay) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at its Bell Telephone Exchange Building project 

at North Bay, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(26 employees in the unit). 


20,217-60: United Steelworkers of America, (Applicant) v. 
National Aluminum Products Company Limited (Pickering) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Pickering, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office and sales staff." 

(25 employees in the unit). 


20,220-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. The Corporation of the Town of Thorold 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff 
and students hired for the school vacation period." 

(17 employees in the unit). 


20,224-60: United Plant Guard Workers of America, Local 
1958, (Applicant) v. Massey-Ferguson Limited (Verity 
Factory at Brantford) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all plant guards in the employ of the respondent at 
its operation at the Verity Factory at Brantford, save and 
except guard sergeants and persons above the rank of guard 
sergeant." (8 employees in the unit). 


20,225-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 527 (A.F.L.-C.1.0.) 
(C.L.C,) (Applicant) v. J. A. Jones Construction Co. (Canada) 
Ltd. (Ottawa) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at Ottawa, save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(12 employees in the unit). 





20,230-60: [Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees' 
& Bartenders' International Union (Applicant) v. Wilton 
Court Hotel (Toronto) Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar boys 
and improvers in the employ of the respondent at the West- 
over Hotel in Toronto, save and except manager, persons 
above the rank of manager and persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(5 employees in the unit). 


20,231-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers 
International Union, Local 351 eae v. Service 
Sanitary Linen Supply Co. Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
truck drivers and office and sales staff." (16 employees 
in the unit). 

(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


20,232-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers 
International Union, Local 351 (Applicant) v. Canada 
Laundry Co. Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, drivers, 
salesmen and office staff." (58 employees in the unit). 
(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


20,235-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Thadde C. Taillefer 
(City of Sudbury and within a radius of thirty-five miles 
from the City of Sudbury Federal Building) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the City of Sudbury and within 
a radius of thirty-five miles from the City of Sudbury 
Federal Building, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-ranking foreman." 

(7 employees in the unit). 


20,236-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Waino Lahti (in the City 
of Sudbury and within a thirty-five mile radius from the 
City of Sudbury Federal Building) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 

employ of the respondent in the City of Sudbury and within 
a thirty-five mile radius from the City of Sudbury Federal 
Building, save and except non-working foremen, and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(4 employees in the unit). 


20,242-60: Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers International 
Union of America Local No 5 peer v. Sefalcin 
Masonry Contractor (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all bricklayers and their apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of London, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (3 employees in the unit). 


20,243-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local 1946 (Applicant) v. Lavern Asmussen 
Limited (Westminster Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its shoe factory project in 
Westminster Township, save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(4 employees in the unit). 


20,250-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Crane Packing Company Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office and sales staff and students 
hired for the school vacation period." 

(31 employees in the unit). 


20,.253-60: United Packinghouse, Food and Allied Workers 
Applicant) v. Atkins & Burbrow (Erie) Ltd. (Township of 
Wainfleet) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
Wainfleet, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office and sales staff and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week. 

(34 employees in the unit). 


20.277-60: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construct- 
ion Privers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No, 230, 
of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters (Applicant) v. 
A.B.C. Ready Mix Limited (Chinguacousy Township) 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Chinguacousy 
Township, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, dispatchers and office and sales staff." 

(12 employees in the unit). 


20,281-60: The Sheet Metal Workers' International Association 
Local Union # 233 (Applicant) v. Columbia Metal Rolling Mills 
Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office and sales staff and persons bound by a sub- 
Sisting collective agreement between the respondent and 
Sheet Metal Workers Union #30." (8 employees in the unit). 


20.309-60: Bricklayers Masons, Plasterers, Cement Finishers 
of America, Local Union No. 13 (Applicant) v. Quenneville 
Bros. (Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all bricklayers, and their apprentices of the res- 
pondent employed at and working out of Cornwall, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit). 


20.311-60: Bricklayers, Masons, Plasterers, Cement Finishers 
of America, Local Union No. 13 (Applicant) v. John Entwistle 
Construction Limited (Cornwall) (Respondent). / 


Unit: "all bricklayers, and their apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Cornwall, save and 
except non-working foreman and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (5 employees in the unit). 


20,325-60: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
O44, (Applicant) v. Northern Electric Company, Limited. 
(Township of Westminster) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all statdonary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers employed in the power house of the 
respondent in the Township of Westminster, save and except 
section chief engineer and persons above the rank of section 
chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit). 


20.332-60: United Cement Lime and Gypsum Workers' Inter- 
national Union A.F.L.-C.1I.0.-C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Milton 
Quarries Limited (Hamilton) fesbervent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." {27 employees in the unit). 
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20,340-60: Sheet Metal Workers! International Association, 
Local Union 397 (Applicant) v. The Northern Engineering & 
Supply Co. Limited (Fort William) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Fort William 
engaged in the application of roofing material (other than 
wood shingles and metal) save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman, office 
staff and persons covered by subsisting collective agree- 
ments." (9 employees in the unit). 


20,.347-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995, 

of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
Mebale-C seen, (Applicant) .v. Paul. Lahale,Limited (in its 

bush operations in the Townships of Hincks and in the town-. 
ships immediately adjacent thereto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in the Townships of Hincks and in the townships 
immediately adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office staff, scalers and tally- 


men." (9 employees in the unit). 


20,348-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2995, of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1.9. (Applicant) v. Queont Mining Lumber Limited 

(in its bush operations in the Township of Hineks and in the 
townships immediately adjacent phewceay (Respondent). 


Wnit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in the Township of Hincks and in the townships 
immediately adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, scalers and tallymen. 

(23 employees in the unit). 


26 268-60: Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders' 
International Union, Restaurant, Cafeteria & Tavern 
Employees Union, Local 254, (Applicant) v. The Famous Food 
Shops Limited (A.V. Roe Company of Canada Plant at Malton 
(Avro Aircraft)). (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent working at its 
operations at the A. V. Roe Company of Canada plant at Malton, 
(Avro Aircraft) save and except assistant manager, persons 
above the rank of assistant manager, head chef and office 
staff." (11 employees in the unit). 
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CERTIFIEM SUBSEQUENT TO VOTE 


19.022-59: Office Employes International Union, Local 131 
AFL-CL@ (Applicant) v. Dunham-Bush (Canada) Limited 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at its plant in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except depart- 
ment managers, persons above the rank of department manager, 
assistant sales manager, treasurer, controller, chief 
aceccuntant, order and billing supervisor, sales engineering 
supervisor, standards supervisor, senior engineer, production 
engineer, project engineer, personnel officer and the con- 
fidential secretary to the president and general manager." 
(25 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Regord in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Beard 
declares that Miss C.I. Raldwin (bookkeeper), 
Miss D.V. Large (switchboard operator), Mr. 
A.K. Perkins (time study), Mr. A. Fuge (sales 
promotion production supervisor), Mr. D.M, 
Anderson (eost aecounts clerk), and Mr. A.R. 
Smith (estimator) are included in the bargain- 
ingounits” 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Counsel for the respondent company submitted 

that the application should be dismissed on the 

round that Mr, B. Lynch, a member of the 
Respondent's supervisory personnel had partici- 
pated in the Applicant's organizing activities 
among the Respondent's employees". While it is 
clear from the report of the examiner that Mr. 
B. Lynch, who was classified by the respondent 
company as personnel officer, was at the time 

of enquiry before the examiner exercising 
managerial functions, nethertheless, during the 
period in the latter part of November, when the 
organizational campaign was being conducted by 
the applicant union, as the applicant's member- 
ship cards reveal, Lynch was in fact and had for 
some months been performing functions in the 
production unit which had no managerial character- 
istics, albeit without any change in his classi- 
fication having been made. He returned to person- 
nel work just as the union's organizational cam- 
paign was coming to a close, the vast majority of 
the cards having been signed up before that time. 
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The faets of this case are therefore dis- 
tinguishable from those in the McCarthy 


Milling Company Case, (1954) Canadian Labour 
Law Reports, Transfer Binder 417,070, and the 
Swift Canadian Co. Case, (1954) Canadian Labour 
Law Reports, Transfer Binder ¢#17,@71, where re- 
cruitment of members into the respective unions 
was engaged in by persons whose function at the 
material stage was such that there could be no 
question in the minds of any employee but that 
they were at that very time exercising manager- 
ial functions. However, in view of the rather 
equivocal nature of Mr. Lynch's position during 
the weeks when the campaign of the applicant was 
underway, we are of the opinion that this is a 
case in which we should exercise our discretion 
to direct that a representation vote be taken." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 25 
Number of ballots cast Page 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 16 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 9 


19,628-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, (AFL-CIO) (CLC) Local 527 
(Applicant) v. M. Sullivan and Son Limited (Defence Research 
Project, Shirley Bay) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent on its Defence Research Project at Shirley Bay, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." ie employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 3 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 0 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING AUGUST 1960 
No Vote Conducted 


19,212-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. John Flynn Con- 
struction (Township of Augusta) (Respondent). (2 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the evidence the Board 
finds that Francis A. Garrah exercises managerial 
function. As the respondent has only one other 
employee the Board finds that any bargaining unit 
which it might deem to be appropriate in this 
case would necessarily consist of not more than 
one employee and the application is accordingly 
dismissed." 


Board Members, G.R. Harvey and D.B. Archer dissented and 
said: 

"We dissent. Having regard to the evidence 

we would have found that Francis A. Garrah does 


not exercise managerial functions and we would 
have certified the applicant.” 


19,664-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Welders & Burners 
International) (Applicant) v. Custom %o0-Carts (London) 
Respondent). (3 employees). 
The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"For the reasons given in the J. Harris 
& Sons Limited Case, this application is 
dismissed." 
19,665-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Welders & Burners 
Paveeat oan) (Applicant) v. J. Harris & Sons Limited 
London) (Respondent). (20 employees). 
The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing this 
application is dismissed." 


20,152-60: Chef Boy-Ar-Dee Employee's Association 
(Applicant) v. Canadian Home Products Limited (Niagara 
Falls) (Respondent). (38 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing 
this application is dismissed." 
i 
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20,234-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 

of America, Local #2486 (Applicant) V. V. A. Kahkonen 

(City of Sudbury, and within a 35 mile radius from the City 
of Sudbury Federal Building) (Respondent). (23 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested leave 
to withdraw its application herein, the Board, 
following its usual practice in such cases, 
dismisses the application." 


20,249-60: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Royal York Hotel, Toronto, Ontario 
(Respondent) v. Hotel and Club Employees! Union, Local 299, 
Toronto (Intervener). (12 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant union seeks to sever a unit 
of all maintenance electricians and their helpers 
Save and except ehe chief engineer from an existing 
bargaining unit of hotel employees represented by 
the intervening union. On the basis of its estab- 
lished policies, and having regard to the evidence 
and representations of the parties, the Board is 
unable to find that such a group of employees 
constitutes an appropriate bargaining unit." 


20,266-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers (Applicant) v. Hanover Transport Limited (Stratford) 
(Respondent). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the 
non-appearance of the applicant at the 
hearing held by the Board in the matter." 


20,275-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and 

Common Labourers! Union of America, Local 1250, (AFL-CIO) 
ae (Applicant) v. Spino Construction Company Limited 
Ottawa) (Respondent). (27 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested leave 
to withdraw its application herein, the Board, 
following its usual practice in such cases, 
dismissed the Application." 
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20,276 60: Sportswear Union, Local 199, International 
Ladies @arment Workers Union (A plicant) v. Coles of 
California (Oshawa) (Respondent). (1 employee). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that on the date of the 
filing of this Application, the Respondent 
did not have in its employ more than one 
employee. This application is, therefore, 
dismissed." 


20,31'-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Cee eanied v. Corporation of the Town of Port Dover 
Respondent). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent is a 
municipality, as defined in the Department of 
Municipal Affairs Act, and that it has declared 
under Section 78 of The Labour Relations Act 
thiec that Act shall not. apply to: it-in i¢s 
relations with its employees or any of them, 
In view of the action of the respondent in 
making such a declaration, the Board has no 
jurisdiction to process this application 
further, and the proceeding is accordingly 
terminated." 


20,328-60: The United Garment Workers of America, Local 253 
(Applicant) v. Mister New York Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the 
non-appearance of the applicant at the hear 
ing held by the Board in the matter." 


20,374-60: The Canadian Union of @perating Engineers 
Applicant) v. The Royal York Hotel (Respondent) v. Hotel & 

Club Employees' Union, Local 299, 26 Queen Street, East, 

Room 510, Toronto 1, Ontario (Intervener). (8 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"The applicant union seeks to sever a unit 
of all air conditioning operators and their 
helpers from an existing bargaining unit of 
hotel employees represented by the intervening 
union. 
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On the basis of its established policies, 
and having regard to the evidence and re- 
presentations of the parties, the Board 
is unable to find that such group of em- 
ployees constitutes an appropriate bar- 
gaining unit." 


Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Vote 


19,773-60: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and Plastic 
Workers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Savage shoes 
Limited (Fergus Plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Fergus, save and except foremen, foreladies, persons above 
the rank of foreman or forelady, and office and sales 
staff." (119 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing 
this application is dismissed." 


Board Member, ¥.B. Archer dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given in writing 
I dissent. I would have ordered a new 
vote." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list Lis 
Number of ballots cast PLS 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 49 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 66 


20,072-60: International Woodworkers of America 
(Applicant) v. Beatty Bros. Limited (Beatty Ladder Company 
Division, Lucknow) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Beatty 
Ladder Company Division at Lucknow, save and except fore- 
men, persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 


(25 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 25 
Number of ballots cast 25 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 16 
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20,099-60: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers, AFL-CI9, CLC (Applicant) v. Black and Decker 
Mfg. Co. Ltd. (Brockville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brockville, save 

and except assistant foremen, persons above the rank of 
assistant foreman, security guards and office and sales staff." 
(61 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties to exclude assistant foremen from 
the bargaining unit.” 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 59 
Number of ballots cast 59 
Number of ballots segregated 


(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots spoiled Ki 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 19 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant or 


20,121-60: Upholsterers' International Union of North America 
Local #30 (Applicant) v. Restline Chair Company (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." (7 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast 7 
Number of spoiled ballots i 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 4 


APPLICATIONS F®R CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING AUGUST, 1960, 


18,693-59: Local Union #796 Sarnia City Employees, The 
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, 
AFL-CIO (Applicant) v. Sarnia Transit Company Limited (Sarnia) 
(Respondent) v. Amalgamated Association of Street Electric 
Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America, AFL-CIO-CLC 
(Intervener). (25 employees). 
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18,698-59: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Cope-Tiveron Transport Limited (®ttawa Branch 
(Respondent). (4 employees). 


19,912-60: International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local Union #597 (Applicant) 
v. Jas. McKay & Sons (Excavating Contractors (Oshawa 
(Respondent). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In all the circumstances of this case 
the Board grants leave to the applicant 
to withdraw its application," 


20,229-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehotsemen and Helpers Loeal 419, Warehousemen 
and Miseellaneous Brivers (Applicant) v. H. M. Mackie Co. 
Ltd. (9shawa) (Respondent). (8 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board, being of the opinion that 
the employees in the proposed bargaining 
unit are not within the exclusive jaris- 
diction of the Province of Ontario for 
the purposes of The Labour Relations Act, 
grants leave of the applicant to with- 
draw its application." 


20,237-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers’ Union, Local 2995 

of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Paul Lahaie (Bush Operations, 
District of Timiskaming) (Respondent). (8 employees). 
20,301-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers' 
International Union, Local 351 (Applicant) v. Feasby Laundry 
and Dry Cleaners (St. Catharines) (Respondent). 


20, 333-60: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 affil- 
lated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Federal Farms Limited (Bradford) (Respondent). 

(83 employees). 


20,387-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant ) v. Beta Construction 
Company Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). (8 employees). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF BURING AUGUST, 1960 


19,392-60: George H. Noon and other employees (Applicant) 
v. International Union of Operating Engineers (Respondent). 


(Granted). (8 employees). 


(Re: First Co-operative Packers of Ontario, 
Barrie, Ontario 


On August 3rd, 1960 the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"The applicants are employees who 
applied for termination of the respondent 
union's bargaining rights, not in their own 
names as applicants, but erroneously in the 
name of the respondent union. Having regard 
to all the evidence, the Board is satisfied 
that the applicants intended to apply on 
their own behalf, and that the name of the 
union as applicant is a misnomer, The Board 
is also satisfied on the evidence that no 
interested party has been misled or pre- 
judiced by reason of the misnomer of the 
applicant nor will be misled or prejudiced 
if the name of the applicant is now amended. 
Accordingly, and as no representations were 
made by the union on this point, the Board 
directs that the name of the union as appli- 
cant be amended by substituting therefor 
the following: ‘teorge H. Noon and other 
employees'." 


19,828-60: Local 553 of International Union of Electrical 
Radio & Machine Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Inter- 
national Union of Electrical Radio & Machine Workers AFL- 
CIO-CLC (Respondent). (Granted). (21 employees). 


(Re: Pyrotenax of Canada Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


On June 29th, 1960 the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"For the reasons given in writing a 
representation vote will be conducted among 
the employees of Pyrotenax of Canada Limited." 
Board Member B.B. Archer dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given in writing I 
dissent. I would have dismissed the application.” 


—— » 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list i 
Number of ballots cast 3 Oe 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 


20,076-60: Rolly Maisonneuve, James W. Patterson, Jean-Marie 
Grenier, Rolland Beauchamp, V. Gagnon, Alfred Domingue, 

Robert A. Wakerell, Rene Cadieux, Carmel Larento, Ray Good 

and Edward Gagne (Applicants) v. United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America, Local Union 93 (Respondent). 
(Granted). (14 employees). 


(Re: Assaly Construction Limited, 
Ottawa, Ontario) 


Number of names on 

eligibility list De 
Number of ballots cast Le 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 0 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to respondent 10 


20,186-60: Sheldon Hochberg, of the City of Windsor, in the 
County of Essex and Province of Ontario and Donald Hodgkinson, 
of the Town of Riverside, in the County of Essex and Province 
of Ontario (Applicant) v. Retail, Wholesale and Department 
Store Union, Local 1002 (Respondent). (Granted). (2 employees). 


Re: Brotherhood Men's Store, 
Windsor, Ontario 


20,221-60: Jim Strachan & Floyd Wood (Applicant) v. Lumber 
& Sawmill Workers Union Local 2693 United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters & JOiners of America (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(2 employees). 


(Re: Myers Lumber Co. (F.F.) Ltd., 
Fort Frances, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"As thirty days did not elapse between 
the date the Minister of Labour advised the 
parties that he did not deem it advisable to 
appoint a conciliation board, and the date 
of the filing of this application, having 
regard to the provisions of section 44 (1) 
of The Labour Relations Act, this application 
is untimely and is accordingly dismissed. 
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APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 68 DISPOSED OF DURING AUGUST, 1960 


20,.148-60: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America, affiliated with 
the American Federation of Labour and Congress of Industrial 
Organizations and its Local 195 (Applicant) v. Sun Tool and 
Stamping Company Limited (Windsor) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED 6F BURING 
AUGUST, 1960 


20,176-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Farquhar Construction 
Limited (Kenora) Pron dank ih (Withdrawn). 


20,279-60: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Workers of 
America, Local 88 (Applicant) v. Kaufman Rubber (@ntario) 
Limited (Kitchener) (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20,280-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Bergman & Nelson 
Limited (Kenora) (Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board consents to the institution 
of a prosecution of the respondent for the 
violation of Section 47 (b) of The Labour 
Relations Act." 


20,308-60: Amalgamated Meat Cutters & Butcher Workmen of 
North America, AFL-CIO SEER v. Hide Trading Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board consents to the institution 
of a prosecution of the respondent for failure 
to comply with the provisions of section ll, 
contrary to section 61 of The Labour Relations 
Act. 


20,39%5-60: Local 164 Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, 
American Federation of Technical Engineers (Applicant) v. 
James R, Kearney Corporation of Canada Limited (Guelph) 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 
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APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 12 (3) DISPOSED OF DURING AUGUST, 


1960 


20,355-60: The Bricklayers' and Masons! Union Local No. 1, 
Ontario of the Bricklayers', Masons' and Plasterers' Inter- 
national Union of America (Applicant) v. Mrs. Margarete Roth 
carrying on Business as: Roth Masonry Contractors (Hamilton) 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"At the opening of this case counsel 
for the respondent while not admitting the 
charges made by the applicant, undertook to 
meet with a bargaining committee of the 
applicant consisting of one or more officers 
of the trade union who are not employees of 
the respondent, and counsel further stated 
that if the Board deemed it advisable to 
make an order under section 12 (3) of The 
Labour Relations Act he would have no ob- 
jection. 


Having regard to these representations, 
counsel for the applicant agreed that it 
would not be necessary to adduce any evidence. 


In all the circumstances, therefore, the 
Board authorizes the applicant to be represented 
in collective bargaining with the respondent by 
a bargaining committee consisting of one or more 
officers or other representatives of the appli- 
cant who are not employees of the respondent.” 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DURING 
AUGUST, 1960 


18, 871-59: General Truck Brivers' Union, Local 938, 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Direct Winters Transport Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). (Granted), 


On August 29th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"We have carefully consideved the respondent's 
letters of August 3rd, 1960, and August llth, 1960, 
and the applicant's letter of August 5th, 1960, and 
Mr. Connor's letter dated August 16th, 1960. 
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All matters set out in the respondent's 
letter of August 3rd were fully raised and 
argued at the hearing before the Board prior 
to its reaching its decision in this matter. 
Every opportunity was afforded the parties at 
that time to argue such matters and make full 
representations thereon. In our opinion the 
respondent's letter of August 3rd does not 
contain any new representations, nor is it 
suggested that any new evidence or represent- 
ations exist. 


In view of the complex nature of the 
dssues in this case, we have carefully re- 
viewed the evidence. 


With respect to the ground raised in 
paragraph (a) of the respondent's letter of 
August 3rd: having regard to the events which 
took place prior to the actual preparation of 
the documentary evidence filed in opposition 
to the application, and to the circumstances 
surrounding the origin, preparation and cir- 
culation of that documantary evidence, we are 
not prepared to hold that the document in 
question weakens the evidence of membership 
submitted by the applicant so as to make it 
necessary for the Board to seek the confirm- 
atory evidence of a representation vote. 


With respect to the ground raised in 
paragraph (b), it is sufficient to point out 
that there is not a tittle of evidence before 
the Board suggesting that any of the persons 
who signed application cards and paid money 
did so on the understanding or in the belief 
that their money would be returned to them 
under any circumstances. In other words, there 
is no evidence that there was a conditional 
payment by any employee. 


With respect to the ground raised in 
paragraph (c) having regard to the conflicting 
statements made by a number of witnesses as to 
what was said to them, to the demeanor of scme 
of the witnesses and, taking the evidence as 
a whole, we are of the opinion that the res- 
pondent has failed to establish its allegations 
of misrepresentation, coercion, threats or 
intimidation. 
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In conclusion, we are satisfied on all 
the evidence before us, that more than fifty- 
five per cent of the employees in the bargain- 
ing unit are members of the applicant. 


Having regard to the foregoing, we see no 
reasons to revoke our decision of July 7th, 1960." 


Board Member R.W. Teagle, said: 


"After reviewing the evidence presented 
in this case, and especially the evidence of 
Clarence Dougherty, business agent of the union, 
that it was his custom to pay money back if 
certification was not obtained, and the evidence 
surrounding the payment of the initiation fee of 
$25.00, I am still of the opinion that a vote 
should be ordered to determine the wishes of the 
employees." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISP@SED OF 
DURING AUGUST, 1960. 


18.433-59: Larry Morris and Wilfred Clement (Applicant) v. 
The Toronto Newspaper Guild, Local 87, of the American News- 
paper @uild (A.F.L.-C.1.0., C.L.C.) (Respondent). (Bismissed) 


(Re: Preston & Sons, Limited, 
Brantford, Ontario). 


On August 17th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"At the date of the application there 
were fourteen persons in the bargaining unit. 
In support of the application there was filed 
a document containing the signatures of ten 
persons in the bargaining unit signifying they 
no longer wished to be represented by the res- 
pondent. No question arises as to the bona 


fides of this document. 





At the hearing, the respondent filed six 
documents, one of which bore 3 signatures and 
the other five (hereinafter referred to as re- 
vocations), one signature each. The revocations, 
identically worded, state that the signatories 
thereto wished to revoke their signatures on the 
document filed by the applicants and wished the 
respondent to continue to represent them in their 
dealings with the Brantford Expositor. 
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In a number of instances the Board has held 
that revocations in writing of signatures on doeu- 
ments accompanying applications for termination 
of bargaining rights have the effect of cancelling 
out such signatures. 


At the hearing, the two persons who wit- 
nessed, between them, the signatures on the five 
revocations, testified as to the manner in which 
the signatures were obtained. These two persons 
hold responsible positions in the respondent union. 
One of them, Ecker, testified that he had previously 
discussed the question of the revocations with Peter 
Riley, the local representative of the Toronto 
Newspaper Guild, and that Riley had given him a 
dozen mimeographed copies (unsigned) of the revoc- 
ations, 


The question is as to whether the Board is 
satisfied as to the bona fides of the revocations 
and as to whether they reflect the free expression 
of @tesireof those signing them. Having regard to 
all the evidence the Board is so satisfied and 
that being the case, it follows that the signatures 
on the document filed by the applicant of these 
persons who have also signed revocations must be 
discounted, In the result, the Foard finds that 
not more than fifty per cent of the persons in the 
bargaining unit have signified in writing that 
they no longer wish to be represented by the res- 
pondent union and the application is therefore dis- 
missed,” 


Board Member, C.C. Young dissented and said: 


"I dissent, While I share the views of 
Board Member Irwin, expressed in the Roselawn 
Bairy Gase, that revocations cannot have the 
effect of cancelling out the evidence.of the 
applicants in cases such as this, my dissent 
in this case is based on my view that, in any 
event, the evidence of the respondent was not 
adequately identified as to origin. I would 
have required more direet evidence on this 
soint.” 
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TABLE I 


APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


er ES en ee os mere Sa a A 





er eR ea ER RE em a ee mr er ee ee em 


Number of Aprlications Filed 








Type of Application September Ist 6 months of fiscal year 
7 SO 60-61 59-60 
I. Certification 70 388 17 
II. Declaration Terminatinz 
Bargaining Rights 5 a4 AS 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status 3 h 7 
IV. Conciliation Services 74 549 640 


V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act ~ 3 4 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement - - - 


VII. Declaration that 














| A NR A EE NN, A ee 


Strike Unlawful - Le Lf 
VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - 2 4 
IX, Consent to Prosecute 9 50 61 
X, Miscellaneous Bia! as Reais: 
TOTAL 161 2055 1192 
TABLE II 


HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 








Number 
September ist 6 months of fiscal year 
1960 60-61 59-60 





Hearings and continuation of 
Hearings by the Board ried 48 650 
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*This does not include case 
successor status arises as a collateral issue. 
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TABLE 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


eee met ee 


September 
Lo60 


Type of Application 


Certification 


Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 


Declaration of Successor 
Status 


Conciliation Services 


Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 


Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement 


Declaration that Strike 
Unlawful 


Declaration that Lockout 
Unlawful 


Consent to Prosecute 
Miscelianeous 


TOTAL: 





BY MAJOR TYPES 


Oe ee IT A CS EY A IN RR NES CARER RAMEN ANE ARR RGN ED ON NS RE EE HT At RIEL a A ee OAT TO 


34 


170 


enero ne 


Ss in which the question of 





Number of Applications 
ist. 6 1 months 
60-61 


HOT 


1064 





eer 








Disposed of 
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TABLE 


if 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR R&LATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





or re ee 


_No.Appl'ns Disposed of 
Sep.1lst 6 mos.fiscal yr. 
TOO 60-61 59-60 


Disposition 


emma eis mean, 


I. Certification 








a er A «pS a AI a ea ete 


Certified 
CLC 30 233 221 794. 
Other Ms 39 41 12 
Total 26 272 262 O44 

Dismissed 
Cie 14 70 ihe (D2 
Other Ne 1d: BAS ae 
Total 15 88 86 758 

Withdrawn 
Cie a 39 25 ih 
Other Lal all oiath angele man 
Total 12 L7 25 nt ha 
TOTAL: 63 4O7 383 1377 
Pertirication Pe 

Applications 


Disposed of 


Sep.ist 6 mos. fiscal yr. 


SP 18 sh A 8 SD 


eh ne NE es cence one ta an 


COR TY RET ve EY CO Ro LE 











Kkmp loyees* 


a eens sm 


5545 
840 


6385 


3994 
66} 


4658 


Ud 


359 
196 


Do 


els 


*These figures refer to the number or employees directly 


affected, 


and are based on the number of employees in the 


bargaining units at the time the applications for certification 


were filed with the Board. 
and withdrawn are approximate. 


Totals for applications dismissed 
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~ 200 —- APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 








continued) 
NO. ADDL Ne Dispose ow ol cen ea veer si. le ie 
Disposition Sep.ist 6 mos.fiscal yr. Sep.ist 6 mos. fiscal yr. 
THO! OOLGL BOLbO tT IBO Ooeol, Sebo 
II. Termination 
Bargaining Rights 
Terminated 
CLC 1 12 20 12 246 696 
Other a 4 3 as Nees cae, 
Total 3 16 23 (1 367 ino 
Dismissed 
CLC ut 9 19 314 335 588 
Other as me o . eae pe) 
Total 4 10 al 314 S52 599 
Withdrawn 
CLC - 4 - - 380 
Other aa Wel os BG Lo 104 
Total 1 5 H Shp 393 104 
TOTAL: 8 oe 4S 4o4 1112 1428 
Termination mR ag | 
Applications 


Disposed ofr 














*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are appro- 
ximate. 
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III. Successor Status 
Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


Total 


IV. Conciliation Services* 


(PAE ES A) a EE SE EE 


Referred 
CLC 
Other 
Total 


Dismissed 


are ee a re a 


CLC 


CLC 


TOTAL: 
Conciliation 


Applications 
Disposed of 





- APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued 


ote ae ee ete 


ee NN 





1 





Number of Applications Disposed of 


Ae ein eo a aman A1 ee mR CNET eT 


Disposition September ist 6 months of fiscal year 


1960 


el 
26 


~ 60-61 


ae een e st mmnanere 


55-60 


*Includés applications for conciliation services re unions 


claiming successor status. 
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- 202 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


Neen ee eee Te Ce aU Ne) Danette Ne | 4) its 
___ Number of applications disposed or 
Disposition September Ist 6 months of fiscal year 
1960 60-61 59-60 


ernest etrenstennaecendnatpunieaseeneuiniot-eapenssrerasterdageigquueeomeeete eli 


V. Determination under 
section 





Granted ~ 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 

Total 


He bo oe 
hn bo wow 


ee |e 


VI, Consent to Early 
Termination of 
Agreement 
Granted ~ i ~ 
Dismissed ~ - - 


Withdrawn ~ 


le | 


Total 
VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 
Granted t 2 
Dismissed ~ a 


Withdrawn 


l= bo 


Total 
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-203 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


eee | ere A ig CRUE fF RO RRR MR RR Ty I RE HR A OR EE EES RE 


Number of Applications Disposed of | 


Disposition September Ist 6 months of fiscal year 
1960" 60-61 59-60 — 


1 ee eR ES ER FAA EY LN SE RS SAR OS RS RR ED RH RE, RT EO ES RUE TE Ae As Ae 


VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout. ‘Uniawful 


Granted - dL i 
Dismissed ~ = : 
Withdrawn e ue. es 

Total - uf es 


IX. Consent to 


l 


“Prosecute 

Granted u 144 22 
Dismissed ~ 2 6 
Withdrawn BS 34 22 

Total ee, 50 67 

X. Miscellaneous* 

Granted : 2 ~ 
Dismissed = As A 
Withdrawn Hie pes a 

Total —i me 


¥See Case Listings for details. ~ 
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TABLE v 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Are an nce ee nn een ee ee 





er ree nen pe eerte eres 


_Number of Applications Disposed of | 


Disposition September lst 6 months of fiscal year 
1960 Oe L 59-60 


Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 
18 14 


(C9) 


Yes-No 


Choice between 2 
Unions 1 9 + 


Other ~ ~ - 
Total Certified: 4 27 eT 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No S) oD 32 


Choice between 2 
Unions i 7 é 


Other - - - 


5 
ts 
\O 


Total Dismissed 10 


GRAND TOTAL: 14 
Certification Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


(1) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 








cee es oe ee 


Disposition September Ist 6 months of fiscal year 
1960 0-61 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC 1 2 B 
Other Weed ons) Dear! 
Total 3 ? 3 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful 
CLC 1 5 16 
Other sa eo BS 
Total : 8 19 
GRAND TOTAL: a! 13 22 


Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the applicant 
is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent union 
is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 


BOARD DURING SEPTEMBER, 1960 


Bargaining Agents Certified During September 
No Vote Conducted 


20,251.60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Miracle Products Company Limited (Rexdale) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Rexdale, save and except supervisors, persons above the rank 
of supervisor, office and sales staff and students hired 
for the school vacation period.” (28 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the school teacher in the employ 
of the respondent for the school vacation 
period is excluded from the bargaining unit." 


20,334-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local #2486 (Applicant) v. Kahkonen Construction 
Limited (Sudbury area) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at the operations of the Inter~- 
national Nickel Company of Canada Limited in the Sudbury 
area, save and except non-working foremen and persons above 
the rank of non-working foreman. (5 employees in the unit). 


(Bargaining unit determined having regard to the special 
circumstances of the case). 


20,361-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 
2995 of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Henry Selin Forest 
Products Limited ( at its sawmill in Nassau Township and 
planing mill at Hearst) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its sawmill in 
Nassau Township and persons engaged in servicing its 
planing mill at Hearst, its sawmill in Nassau Township, and 
its cutting operations, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, offiee staff and guards." 

(102 employees in the unit). 
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20,362-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 
2995 of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, A.F.L. ~- C.I.0. (Applicant) v. Henry Selin Forest 
Products Limited (in the Townships of Nassau, Dowsely, 
Langmark and Storey) eco ens 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its woods 
operations in the Townships of Nassau, Dowsely, Langmark 
and Storey, save and except foremen, persons avove the rank 
of foreman, office staff, scalers and tallymen." 

(122 employees in the unit) 


?0.372-60: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, International affiliated with Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of 
America (te ene v. Quinn Lumber & Builders Supply Co. 
Limited (London) (Respondent) . 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons | above the rank of foreman, and 
office and sales staff. (10 employees in the unit). 


20,373-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Local 2307 S eeece ee v. Angus L. MacDonald 
Construction Limited (Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Cornwall, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons abové the rank 
of non-working foreman." (13 employees in the unit). 


20.382-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 2377 (Applicant) v. Len Ariss and 
Company Limited (on its Ontario Training School for Girls 
Project near Lindsay) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Ontario Training School for 
Girls Project near Lindsay, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman. 
(5 employees in the unit). 


20.3€4-60: Christian Trade Unions of Canada (Applicant) v. 
Eaglewood Construction Co. Ltd. (Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Hamilton, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, and office staff. 

(2 employees in the unit). 
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20,392-60: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union Local 
466, (Applicant) v. H. Harding & Son Limited (Metropolitan 
Meerto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, and office and sales staff. P patie 
(33 employees in the unit). 


20,393-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, (Applicant) v. Guy Violino Construction Limited 
(Bertie Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Bertie Township, 
Save and except non working foremen, and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (7 employees in the unit). 


20.401-60: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 

of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Essex Farmers Limited (Essex) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its gasoline and 
oil sales division at Essex, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, buyers and office staff." 

(10 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the persons designated as 
salesmen by the respondent, are included in 
the bargaining unit." 


20,409 60: Upholsterers' International Union of North 
America through its Agent Local 602 (Applicant) v. The Gold- 
smiths' Company of Canada Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Arris 

Division plant at Toronto, save and except foremen, foreladies, 
persons above the rank of foreman or forelady, and office 
Butt. (ill employees in the unit), 


20,410 60: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW), 
(Applicant) v. Aimeo Automotive Parts Company (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except assistant foremen, persons above the rank of assistant 
foreman, and office and sales staff." 

ae employees in the unit). 

Unit agreed to by the parties). 


20,416-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. Finley W. McLachlan 
Contracting (Toronto) Limited (on the Ontario Department of 
Highways Contract #60-157) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on the Ontario Department of High- 
ways Contract #60-157, save and except non-working foremen, 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(2 employees in the unit). 


20.418-66: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. Pentagon Construction 
(1959) Company Limited (Township of Augusta) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices of the 
respondent employed at its Brockville Chemical Limited 
project in the Township of Augusta, save and except non- 
working foremen, and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (8 employees in the unit). 


20.419-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. Keystone Contractors 
Limited (Townships of Edwardsburg and Augusta) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters’ apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the Townships of Edwardsburg and 
Augusta, save and except non-working foremen and persons above 
the rank of non-working foreman." (9 employees in the unit). 


20,421-60: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union, 
Local 466 (Applicant) v. Continental Can Company of Canada 
Limited (at its plant #128 at Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant #128 at 
Metropolitan Toronto, save and except assistant foremen, 
persons above the rank of assistant foreman, office and 
Clerical staff, guards, watchmen, cafeteria employees and 
sales staff." (4 employees in the unit). 


20.429-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1304 (Applicant) v. Weleon Limited 
(Orillia) (Respondent). 
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Unit: “all carpenters and ecarpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Orillia Water, Light and 
Power Commission Building Project at Coldwater Street, 
Orillia, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
avove the rank of non-working foremen." 

(6 employees in the unit). 


“cam International Brotherhood of Bookbinders Local 
#186 (Applicant) v. The Copp Clark Publishing Co. Limited. 
onto} (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, persons regularly employed for not more than a4 
hours per week, persons hired on a temporary basis for rush 
periods, production employees in the games, seals, tags and 
greeting card division, electricians, carpenters, painters 
and machinists, and those covered by subsisting collective 
agreements between the respondent and Local 28, International 
Brotherhood of Bookbinders; Local 10, Printing Pressmen and 
Assistants Union; Local 91, International Typographical Union; 
and Local 12 Amalgamated Lithographers of America. 

(31 employees in the unit), 

(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


20.456-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Loeal 2995 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. H.S. Rodgers Lumber Co. Ltd. 
(Township of Dunmore) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in the Township of Dunmore and in the townships 
immediately adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, scalers and tallymen." 

(18 employees in the unit). 


20459-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Wright Assemblies Limited (Strathroy) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Strathroy, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
Office staff." (27 employees in the unit). 


20.471-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Union Local 647 
(Applicant) v. Christie's Bread Limited (at Barrie, Orillia, 
Owen Sound, Midland and Parry Sound) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver-salesmen of the respondent at Barrie, 
Orillia, Owen Sound, Midland and Parry Sound, save and except 
Supervisors and persons above the rank of supervisor." 

(9 employees in the unit). | 
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20,472-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Tpansport and 
General Workers (Applicant) v. Sarnia Transit Company Limited 
(Sarnia) (Respondent) v. Amalgamated Association of Street 
Electric Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America, 

AFL CIO-CLC (Intervener). 


The Board endorsed the record in part as follows: 


"The request of the intervener for an 
adjournment wes denied orally at the hear 
ing in accordance with the Board's usual 
practice. 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, dispatchers, 
inspectors, office staff and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." (28 employees in the unit). 


20,.473-60: United Brick & Clay Workers of America (Applicant) 
v Booth-Yeats Limited (Weston plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Weston plant, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
and office staff." (34 employees in the unit). 


20,474-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. C. Fasano Food Market (Cochrane) 
(Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Cochrane, save and 
except store manager, persons above the rank of store manager, 
office staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (6 employees in the unit). 


20.475-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CLIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Cochrane Bottling Works (Cochrane) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the bottling works of the respondent 
at Cochrane, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office staff and persons regularly employed for 

not more than 24 hours per week." (5 employees in the unit). 





20.480-60: National Union of Public Employees see Vv. 
Milton District Hospital (Trafalgar Township) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its hospital in 


Trafalgar Township, save and except professional medical staff, 


graduate nursing staff, undergraduate nurses, graduate 
pharmacists, undergraduate pharmacists, graduate dietitians, 
student dietitians, technical personnel, Supervisors, persons 
above the rank of supervisor, chief engineer, office staff 
and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week.” (30 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the term technical personnel 
comprises physiotherapists, occupational 
therapists, psychologists, electro~encephal~ 
ographists, electric shock therapists, 
laboratory, radiological, pathological and 
cardiological technicians. 


The Board further declares that certified 
nursing assistants are included in the bargain-~- 
img unde! 


20,489 -60: Textile Workers' Union of America, CLC, AFL-ClIo 
(Applicant) v. Holdroyd Yarns Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (39 employees in the unit). 


20.496-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Rayner Construction 
Limited (on its Queensway Project at Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Queensway Project at Ottawa, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (4 employees in the unit). 


20.498-60: Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees & 
Bartenders' International Union (Applicant) v. M. & J. 
Onazuk carrying on business as The Drake Hotel (Toronto) 
(Respondent ). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar boys 

and improvers in the employ of the respondent at the Drake 

Hotel, Toronto, save and except manager, persons above the 

rank of manager and persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week." (15 employees in the unit). 
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20,.499-60: Canadian Office Employees Union No. 159, 

National Couneil of Canadian Labour (Applicant) v. The 
National Cash Register Company of Canada, Limited ( at its 
Lansdowne and Campbell Avenue Plants at Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at its Lansdowne and Campbell Avenue Plants at Toronto, save 
and except supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor; 
and one confidential secretary to each of the following: 
president, comptroller, vice-president and factory manager, 
industrial relations officer, and assistant factory manager; 
and employees bound by a subsisting collective agreement 
between the respondent and Canadian Business Machine Workers 
Union." (79 employees in the unit). 


20,506-60: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 

pee csee) v. Maremont-Acme Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (15 employees in the unit). 


Certified Subsequent to Vote 


20,083-60: United Packinghouse Workers of America A.F.L.~- 
C.1.0.-C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Canada Packers Limited (Harris 
Road Steam Plant, Hunnisett Plant Engine Room, Harris Plant 
Engine Room, Gunn's Plant Engine Room, Paton Road Plant 
Engine and Boiler Room, Publie Cold Storage Plant Engine 
and Boiler Room and Federal Cold Storage Plant Engine and 
Boiler Room, Toronto Departments) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed as such and their 
helpers in the employ of the respondent below the rank of 
assistant engineer-in-charge in each of the Toronto Depart- 
ments of the company listed hereunder: 

Harris Road Steam Plant, Hunnisett Plant Engine Room, Harris 
Plant Engine Room, Gunn's Plant Engine Room, Paton Road 
Plant Engine and Boiler Room, Public Cold Storage Plant 
Engine and Boiler Room and Federal Cold Storage Plant Engine 
and Boiler Room." (63 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 60 
Number of ballots cast 57 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant a7 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 20 
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20,119-60: Retail, Wholesale ana Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC a ag v. Mercier and Shirley Limited 
(Cochrane) (Respondent). 
Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Cochrane, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." (10 employees in the anaes Ji 

(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


Number of names on revised 

Eset ty list t 
Number of ballots cast 7 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 3 


20.252-60: Sheet Metal Workers! International Association 
Local Union 392 Peterborough, Ontario (Applicant) v. Trent 
Metals Limited (Peterborough) (Hosanna ve 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Peterborough, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office staff." (6 employees in the Gnrti, 


Number of names on 

erag oii ty dist 5 
Number of ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 0 


20.315-60: International Brotherhood of Bookbinders, Local 
#186 (Applicant) v. Automatic Paper Box Company Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). 


rites. "alt employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 

and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 

office staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (93 employees in the Bg es oe 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 87 
Number of ballots east 87 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 69 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 18 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING SEPTEMBER 1960 


No Vote Conducted 


19,Q011-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Mining and structural 
Products Co. (Pantan Mines property at/or near Dyment). 
(Respondent). (10 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"As the respondent no longer has any 
employees in the bargaining unit, the union 
has requested leave of the Board to with- 
Graw its application. The Board denies the 
applicant's request for leave to withdraw 
and following its usual practice in such 
cases dismisses the application." 


20,304-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Henry Selin Forest Products 
Limited (bush and sawmill operations, Hearst) (Respondent). 
(95 employees). 


20,342-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
E.Jd. Wright Central Limited (Strathroy Plant) (Respondent). 
(2 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"As the applicant has submitted no 
evidence of membership for employees of 
the respondent this application is dis- 
missed." 


20,375-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Haileybury Lumber Co. Ltd. 

Bush Operations (camps), District of Timiskaming) (Respondent). 
16 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On the evidence presented to the 
Board at the hearing, the Board finds 
that, at the time of the filing of the 
application in the instant case, the 
respondent had no employees in the 
bargaining unit proposed by the appli- 
cant other than four persons whom the 
respondent had designated as foremen. 
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Even if we assume fer present purposes that 
those four persons were, at the time of the 
filing of the appligation, employees in the bar- 
gaining unit, the applicant has less than forty- 
five per cent of the employees in the bargaining 
unit as members. The application is accordingly 
dismissed. 


This decision is without prejudice to such 
bargaining rights, if any, as the applicant may 
have by reason of this Board's decision of July 
30, 1957, when the Board issued a certificate 
to the applicant herein with respect to certain 
employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in the Township of Nordica." 


20,367-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers’ Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America ~- 
A.F.L.-C.1.0., (Applicant) v. Gordon Emms (Bush Operations, 
District of Timiskaming) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent was 
an employee of Haileybury Lumber Company 
Limited at the time of the filing of this 
application and was not an employer." 


Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Vote 


18.875-59: General Workers' Local 800 International Union of 
United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, Soft Brink and Distillery 
Workers of America (Applicant) v. Canada Dry Bottling Company 
(Windsor) Limited (Windsor) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Windsor, save and 
except foremen, route supervisors, persons above the rank of 
foreman or route supervisor, office staff and salesmen other 
than driver salesmen.” (19 employees in the unit). 


On May 13th, 1960 the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In view of the manner in which the 
respondent had conducted itself earlier, we 
wish to make it clear that we intend to subject 
to the most searching scrutiny everything that 
the respondent or anyone associated with it may 
do, between the date of this decision and the 
Gate that the vote is taken, which may even in 
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the slightest degree have the effect of influ- 

encing the employees in the free expression of 

their desires. Anything untoward will be dealt 
with as the cireumstances require." 


Board Member E. Boyer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have certified with- 
out a vote. In my opinion the evidence of the 
spokesman for the objectors was at its best 
contradictory and on the basis of his testi- 
mony I am unable to say that any doubt has 
been cast on the evidence of membership sub- 
mitted by the applicant." 


On August 2nd, 1960 The Board further endorsed the Record as 
follows: 


"In the opinion of the Board the activities 
of the respondent and, in particular, its sales 
Manager, prior to the taking of the represent- 
ation vote on June 9th, were ‘coercive in nature’ 
within the meaning of those words as set out in 
the decision of this Board in Stauffer-Dobbie 


Manufacturing Co. Ltd., C.C.H, Canadian Labour 

Law Reporter, Transfer Binder (1954-1959), 

716,142 and a new representation vote will be 

held. Those eligible to vote are all employees 

of the respondent in the bargaining unit as set 

out by the Board in its decision dated May 13, 1960, 
on the date hereof who do not voluntarily terminate 
their employment or are notdischarged for cause 
between the date hereof and the time the vote is 
taken will be eligibile to vote. 


While, in all the circumstances of this case, 
the Board is not unsympathetic to the request of 
the applicant that it certify the applicant out- 
right, the Board is of the opinion that it cannot 
do so at this stage of the proceedings. To do this, 
the Board would be called upon to revoke its orig- 
inal decision on the basis of events which trans- 
pired subsequently to the making of that order. If 
the Board were so to act it would jeopardize the 
Stability and finality of all its orders and 
decisions. We hasten to add, however, that we are 
not dealing here with a case of fraud or with evi- 
dence which was in existence prior to the making of 
the first order but was not known to or reasonably 
ascertainable by the applicant. 
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In view of the Board's direction to the 
respondent in its original order, and to the 
activities of the sales manager for whom, of 
course the respondent must accept responsi- 
bility, the respondent and those associated 
with it in any way in a management capacity, 
whether as an agent or otherwise, are hereby 
directed to refrain from all electioneering 
and propaganda from the date of this order 
until the taking of the new vote. 


Copies of this order are to be posted on 
the respondent's premises, along with the 
notices of the taking of the vote and are to 
remain posted until after the completion of 
the balloting." 


Board Member E. Boyer said: 


"While I agree with the finding of the 
majority of the Board that the activities of 
the respondent and, in particular, its sales 
manager, prior to the taking of the represent~ 
ation vote on June 9th, were ‘coercive in 
nature', I dissent from their decision direct- 
ing that a new representation vote be held in 
this matter. In my opinion the conduct of the 
respondent which the majority of the Board 
referred to in its decision of May 13th, to- 
gether with its conduct prior to the taking 
of the representation vote, influenced the 
employees to an extent that their true wishes 
were not likely to be disclosed by that vote. 
Similarly, in my opinion, the true wishes of 
the employees are not likely to be disclosed 
by a new representation vote. I would, there- 
fore, certify without a vote as I would have 
done in the first instance." 


Number of names on revised 

erigivility List 23 
Number of ballots cast a5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant O 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant ls 


18.985-59: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Lumber & Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2693 

(Applicant) v. Jim Mathieu Lumber Limited (woods, yard, and 
Sawmill operations in the Rae Lake area described in Permit 
#D641, Seine River area described in Permit #D1484, (Respondent). 
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Unit: “all employees of the respondent in its woods, yard, 
and sawmill operations in the Rae Lake area described in 
Permit #D641, and in the Seine River area described in 
Permit #D1484, and in the Quetico Park area described in 
Permits #D1509 and D1848, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office and sales staff, retail 
store employees, sealers and tallymen persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week and students 
hired for the school vacation period." 

(125 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast (ie 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 35 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 39 


19.045-59: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners 

of America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Denis Charbonneau, 
General Contractor (Hearst, Kapuskasing and Cochrane) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Hearst, Kapuskasing 
and Cochrane, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(8 employees in the unit). 


Unit agreed to by the parties). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast 7 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 0 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 7 


19,346-59: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (U.A.W.) 
(Applicant) v. Ladish Co. of Canada Ltd. (office and clerical 
employees) (Brantford). (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at Brantford, save and except supervisors, persons above the 
rank of supervisor, time study men and one confidential 
secretary to each of the following: resident manager, 
general sales manager, division sales manager and personnel 
manager." (39 employees in the unit). 
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The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the exclusion of time study men 
from the bargaining unit is based on the 
agreement of the parties 


"For the further purposes of clarity the 
Board declares that R, Shellington, assistant 
accountant, is excluded from the bargaining 
unit on the ground that he exercises mana- 
gerial functions." 


Number of names on revised 

elipipility List 4O 
Number of ballots cast 4O 
Number of ballots marked 

in favour of applicant 7 
Number of ballots marked 

as opposed to applicant 33 


19,554-60: Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Union 
(Applicant) v. Cabot Carbon of Canada, Limited (Sarnia) 
(Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local Union No. 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen and supervisors, persons above the rank of 

foreman or supervisor, office staff, students hired for the 
school vacation period and stationary engineers employed in 
the boiler and compressor room." (67 employees in the unit). 


A vote was conducted on May 13th, 1960, but in view of the 
objections of the applicant, on June 17th, 1960, the Board 
further endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On agreement of the parties, the Board 
directs that a new representation vote be taken 
of the employees of the respondent in the har- 
gaining unit defined by it in its decision of 
April 13, 1960, as soon after the Board's 
finding is issued with respect to the status of 
David Herdman in the matter of International 
Union of Operating Engineers, Local Union No. 
944, AFL-CIO, and Cabot Carbon of Canada Ltd., 
as the necessary arrangements therefor can be 
made. 


Immediately following the issuance by the 
Board of its decision with respect to David 
Herdman as referred to above, the necessary 
directions for the taking of the vote will be 


given and the matter referred to the Registrar." 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 62 
Number of ballots cast 62 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 30 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant Se 


19.602-60: Bakery & Confectionery Workers International 
Union of America, Local 441, Kitchener, Ont. (Applicant) v. 
The Dare Company Limited Ledantaney (Respondent). v. Dare's 
Employees’ ASsociation. (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save 
and except foremen, ofreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office staff and salesmen." 

(218 employees in the unit). 


A representation vote was held in this matter and objection 
was taken to the vote. In directing that a new vote be taken, 
the Board said in part as follows: 


"Having regard to all the evidence, the 
Board is satisfied that one Sue Meinzinger, a 
stewardess for the intervener, spoke to employees 
in the bargaining unit on the day of the vote 
with a view to pursuading them to vote for the 
intervener. Accordingly, the Board finds that 
propagandizing and electioneering took place on 
behalf of the intervener during the time when, 
by the Registrar's direction of May 26th, 1960, 
the parties were required to refrain and desist 
from such propagandizing and electioneering. 
The Board, therefore, direats that the repre- 
sentation vote held on June 2nd, 1960, be set 
aside and a new representation vote be taken." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 217 
Number of ballots cast aif 
Number of ballots spoiled : 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 93 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener Les 


19,.847-60: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
cere) v. Canadian Blue Bird Coach Ltd. (Brantford) 
Respondent). 
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Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Brantford, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff, and students hired for the school vacation 
period.” (44 employees in the unit). 


On August llth, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record in 
part as follows: 


"Consistent with the Board's policy in 
such matters it will not change the descrip- 
tion of the bargaining unit with respect to 
temporary employees. 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list cif 
Number of ballots cast a} 
Number of spoiled ballots a 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 14 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 22 


20,.078-60: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Clarke Transport Limited (Orillia) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Orillia, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(6 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

elteipiiity list 6 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 6) 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 6 


20.165-60: The Lumber & Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, A.F.L.-C.1I.0. (Applicant) v. Laurent Gagne, Pulpwood 
Contractor (bush operations, Township of Storey, District of 
Cochrane and townships immediately adjacent thereto) 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Having regard to the reasons to be given in 
the Norman Girard Case, (Labour Relations Board 
File No. 20150 60) the Board finds that in the 
circumstances of this case the evidence of 
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membership filed by the applicant satisfies 
the Board’ requirements in regard to proof 
of membership." 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush 
Operations in the Township of Storey in the District of 
Cochrane and in the townships immediately adjacent thereto, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 


office staff, scalers and tallymen." (75 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 34 

Numper of ballots cast 34 
Number of spoiled ballots Z 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 0 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to applicant 33 


20,216-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 

S. Greening Wire Company Limited (Midland Plant) (Respondent) 
v. Greening Employees’ Association Midland Division. 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Midland, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, and office staff." (33 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"After carefully serutinizing all the evidence 
and giving due consideration to the demeanour of Mr. 
Kirkwood in the witness box and his manner in answer- 
ing questions, and in the absence of any evidence in 
contradiction thereof, we are not prepared to hold 
that the inconsistencies in his evidence destroy his 
credibility to the extent that his evidence should 
be rejected. Moreover, we are not satisfied that 
such inconsistencies do not result from some mis- 
understanding on the part of the witness of the 
specific meaning of some of the questions put to 
him at the hearing. 


As we did not observe the incident at the 
hearing to which Board Member Boyer refers, we are 
not in a position to attach any significance to it. 


We find that the evidence adduced in opposition 
to the application by Mr. Kirkwood creates such a 
doubt in our minds as to the true wishes of the em- 
ployees that we are compelled to seek the confirma~ 
tory evidence of a representation vote. 
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Board Member C.C. Young, in a coneurring decision said: 


"I coneur in the decision of the majority. 
At an early stage of the hearing in this case, 
when a procedural point was being argued, and 
before any evidence had been given, I did ob- 
serve what I believe to be the incident referred 
by Board Member Boyer. At that time I did not 
interpret the motions of Mr. Rutherford to be 
Signals directed to Mr.Kirkwood, and in the 
light of the evidence given by Mr. Kirkwood and 
his demeanour in the witness box, I would give 
weight to the petitions in this case. 


Board Member E. Boyer dissented and said: 


"I dissent for the reasons given by Board 
Member G. Russell Harvey. In addition, I would 
attach no weight to the evidence of Kirkwood, 
the representative of the employees who opposed 
the certification of the applicant, on the 
further ground that, during the course of his 
reply to a question from the Board, he changed 
that reply upon observing a motion by, or 
receiving a signal from, Rutherford, the plant 
personnel manager of the respondent company." 


Il observed this conduct by Rutherford and, 
in my opinion, it leads to the conclusion, 
arrived at by Board Member Harvey, that some 
understanding had been reached between the man- 
agement of the respondent company and the 
Employees' Association of which Kirkwood is the 
President." 


Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent. The evidence of the objectors’ 
representative changed in the course of examin- 
ation on material points. His inability or un- 
willingness to recall the contents of a letter 
written by him and presented to management is 
Gifficult to understand. Employees rarely have 
the opportunity to so address the manager on such 
an 4mportant point and such an event would 
surely have careful study and would be remembered. 


The evidence leads me to believe some under- 
standing was reached between the objectors' repre- 
sentative, who was also president of the newly 
formed employees' association, and management, 
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whereby recognition for bargaining purposes 
would be grantec if the applicant union 
failed to secure certification. 


The objectors! representative testified 
that, although presicent of the association, 
he cid not know who tolc employees to approach 
him to sign letters of objection. 


in all the circumstances of this case I 
would not attach weight to the evicence of ob- 
jectors anc would certify the applicant union." 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 36 
Number of ballots cast 36 
Number of ballots markec in 

favour of applicant 35 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant afl 


19, 603-60: Unitec Brotherhooa of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Local 249, Kingston, Ontario (Applicant) v. Konvey 
Construction Company Limited (Kingston) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on the C,M.H.C. Housing Project, 
Riceau Heights, at Kingston, save ana except non-working 
foremen anc persons above the rank of non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(10 employees in the unit). 


19,900-60: International Hod Carriers! Builcing anc Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local Union #1001 (eee ees, 
v. Dunker Construction Ltc. ie of Kitchener and Counties 
of Waterloo and Wellington) (Respondent). (14 employees). 


19,901-60: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local Union #1051, (Applicant) 
v. Wilcon Ltd. Se of Guelph and County of Wellington) 
(Respondent). (18 es socea 

20,395-60: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796, (Applicant) v. Consolidated Building Maintenance Limited 
working at The O'Keefe Centre Toronto) (Respondent). 

4 employees). 


20,402-60: The Sheet Metal Workers' International 


Association Local Union #285 (Applicant) v. Principal Heat- 
ing Company Limited Pie wsontenye (33 employees). 
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20.417-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 

of America, Local Union 1758 (Applicant) v. Robert D. Mackey 
Construction Company Limited (Brockville) (Respondent). 

(18 employees). 


20.422-60: Local #303 International Brotherhood of Elee- 
trical Workers C.L.C. (Applicant) v. General Sound & Theatre 
Equipment Limited (Province of Ontario) (Respondent) v. 
Toronto Motion Picture Projectionists Union, Local 173 
(Intervener). (9 employees). 


-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Stan Reneaud, Contractor. 
(Township of Dunmore and in the townships immediately 
adjacent thereto) (Respondent). (19 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given at the hearing 
application withdrawn by leave of the Board.' 


20.476-60: The United Association Of Journeymen and 
Apprentices Of The Plumbing And Pipefitting Industry Of The 
United States And Canada. Niagara District Council No 4o. 
Composed of Local Unions Nos. 244. 595 784 (Applicant) v. 
Pyramid Pipeing Company (Chippawa) sy eran 

(6 employees). 


20,.503-60: The United Association of Journeymen and 
Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of the 
United States and Canada (Applicant) v. Pyramid Piping 
Company 706 Main Street Chippawa Ontario (Respondent). 


employees). 
20.513-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 


America, (Applicant) v. Cummer~Yonge Investments Limited. 
(Toronto and within a radius of 25 miles from the City Hall 
and in the town of Newmarket). (Respondent). (38 employees). 


20,.514-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Silverman and Silverberg (Toronto) 
and within a radius of 25 miles from the City Hall, and in 
the town of Newmarket) (Respondent). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING SEPTEMBER 


18.616-59: Laurent Leclere (Applicant) v. Lumber & Sawmill 
Workers’! Union, Local 2537 of the United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(48 employees). 
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(Re: Island Lake Lumber Company Limited, 
Island Lake, Ontario). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"A mass of evidence was presented to the 
Board in this case by all parties. It is not 
surprising that there was a sharp conflict of 
testimony on many material points, so that the 
demeanour of the witnesses who appeared before 
the Board was an important consideration in 
the conclusions at which we have arrived. 


There was evidence before us of activities 
on the part of members of the supervisory staff 
of Island Lake Lumber Company Limited, the en-~ 
ployer of the employees affected by this appli- 
eation, both prior to and during the time when 
the documentary evidence in support of the 
application was being prepared and circulated, 
which in our opinion called for an explanation, 
but which on the evidence presented at the 
hearing was not satisfactorily explained. 


Where an applicant for a declaration 
terminating bargaining rights has had the advan- 
tage of support from an employer, the Board must 
scrutinize the evidence presented by or on behalf 
of the applicant very closely to insure that the 
documentary evidence submitted by the applicant 
constitutes a free expression of the wishes of 
the employees. In all the circumstances of this 
case, we are not satisfied that the documentary 
evidence presented by the applicant does consti- 
tute such an expression." 


18.818-59: Don Moore (Applicant) v. Lumber & Sawmill 
Workers’ Union, Local 2537 of the United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America (Respondent) (Dismissed) 
(112 employees). 


(Re: Wesmak Lumber Company Limited, 
Westree. 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On an application for termination of bar- 
gaining rights, the Board requires the applicant 
to produce a witness or witnesses who will be able 
to testify from personal knowledge as to the cir- 
cumstances surrounding the origination of the 
material filed in support of the application and 
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the manner in which the signatures of the employees 
thereon were obtained. In the present case only 

one witness, Moore, was called to give such evidence. 
Another witness, Otis, called by the respondent, did 
testify that he witnessed Moore's signature. Gagnon, 
who is alleged to have witnessed a number of sig- 
natures, was not called as a witness. 


We are satisfied on the evidence before us and 
particularly the testimony of Boudreault and Dube 
whose evidence was specific on this point as distinct 
from Korpela' Ss which was vague and uncertain, that the 
activities of Ostrom, in connection with the prior 
document, took place some time following September 28, 
1959 and were taking place on or after October 5, 1959. 
The petition in this case is dated October 8, 1959. 
In view of Ostrom's earlier activities and having regard 
to the decision of the Board in the Preston and Sons 


Limited Case, (1957) CCH Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 

Transfer Binder 1955-59, 16,089, C.L.S. 76-572, there 

is, in our view, a heavy onus on the applicant in this 

case to meet the requirements of the Board with respect 
to the circumstances surrounding the origination, pre- 

paration and circulation of the petition. 


After carefully considering all the evidence and the 
demeanor of the witnesses, we are satisfied that Moore's 
testimony viewed in its most fabourable light is, to 
say the least, far from frank. We refer specifically 
to the question of expenses, the presence of Ostrom 
during the signing of the petition, the question as to 
whether the petition was out of Moore's possession 
(apart, of course, from Gagnon) and the question of the 
threat to Duquette. In our view, these are extremely 
important matters and the unreliability of Moore's evi-~ 
dence on these points reflects on the whole of his evi- 
dence. But Moore's evidence is the only evidence before 
the Board on the origination, preparation and circula- 
tion of the petition. The result is that we find that 
the only evidence on these matters is unreliable. Keep- 
ing in mind the onus which rests on the applicant, we are 
of the opinion that the application must be dismissed. 


We desire to make it clear that the same result would 
follow whether the application is viewed as one on be-~ 
half of all the employees who signed the petition, or 
Simply as one by the employees of Wesmak proper, because 
the unreliability attaches not only to the whole but to 
any part thereof. 
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In conclusion, it should be pointed out that 
this decision must not be construed as a finding 
that the employees of Bernier, Charlebois and 
Landriault are employees within the meaning of 
The Labour Relations Act for the purposes of this 
application. In view of the conclusion to which 
we have come, it has not been necessary to make 
any finding on this point. 


Board member H.F. Irwin dissented and said: 
"T dissent. 


The applicant filed evidence with the Board 
that 72 out of 112 employees (64.2%) had signi- 
fied in writing that they no longer wish to be 
represented by the respondenttrade unicn. In 
view of all the circumstances of this case, I 
would have given weight to this evidence and 
directed that a representation vote be taken." 

19.781-60: Ross Condie (Applizant) v. Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 880 affiliated with 
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Ware- 
housemen and Helpers of America (Respondent). (Granted). 

(25 employees). 


(Re: International Harvester Company of Canada, Limited, 
Chatham Stores) 


On July 25th, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"On March llth, 1959, the Board certified the 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880, the respondent in this pro- 
ceeding, for a bargaining unit consisting of all 
employees of International Harvester Company of 
Canada, Limited (hereinafter referred to as the 
'company'), at its stores in Chatham, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of fore- 
man and office and sales staff. The Board 
declared specifically that W. B. Dawson, A. G. 
Martens, and 'one Aylsworth' were deemed to be 
foremen. Subsequently, the respondent union and 
the company, in the course of their negotiations 
for a collective agreement expressly agreed, we 
were informed at the hearing, that the three 
persons named above should be included in the 
bargaining unit for which the respondent union was 
the bargaining agent. . 
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. In the course of the hearing 
of the present application (for a declaration term- 
inating the respondent's bargaining rights), it was 
brought to the attention of the parties that one 
or more of the persons named above (their names 
were not revealed to the parties at the hearing in 
view of section 72 (1) of The Labour Relations Act) 
had signed the document submitted by the applicant 
as evidence of compliance by the applicant with 
section 41 of the Act. Counsel for the applicant, 
and indeed the representative of the respondent, 
were not able to cast any light on the situation 
other than to agree that the three men concerned 
had been included in the bargaining unit as we 
have already indicated. The Board then appointed 
an examiner to enquire into their duties and res- 
ponsibilities. 


Upon consideration of the report of the ex- 
aminer and the representations submitted to the 
parties thereon, we are of opinion and so find that 
although the titles of D.B. Aylesworth, W.B. Dawson 
and R.G. Martens have been altered, their duties and 
responsibilities are essentially the same as they 
were at the time of the Board's decision on March 
ll, 1959, on the certification of the respondent. 
Having regard to the finding of the Board in the 
previous case, they are not employees within the 
meaning of the Act. Nevertheless, since the three 
persons concerned were expressly brought within the 
unit represented by the respondent union and since 
they were treated by the parties as employees within 
the bargaining unit ~ the report indicates that one 
of them filed a grievance which was processed by 
the union under the terms of the agreement - it is 
our opinion that the fact that one or more of them 
Signed the document filed by the applicant in sup- 
port of this application does not invalidate the 
document as evidence of compliance by the applicant 
with the provisions of section 41 of the Act. 


W.B. Dawson, R.C. Martens and D.B. Aylesworth 
are not eligible to vote." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 18 
Number of ballots cast 18 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in of 

favour of respondent 5 
Number of ballots marked as 

Opposed to respondent Le 
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20.036-60: Mr. J. Pawlaczyk, and a group of employees 
ae v. United Steel Workers of America. (Respondent) 
134 employees). 


(Re: York Steel Construction Limited, 
Toronto) 


Before J. Finkelman, Q.C., Chairman, and Roard Members 
Dep. Archer and H.F. Irwin, 


"Having regard to 


(1) the evidence presented at the hearing 
relating to the identification of the 
documents filed by the applicant in 
support of the application, 


(2) the appearance on such documents of 
the signatures of a number of persons 
who were forenien, 


(3) the demeanor in the witness box of 
J. Pawlaczyk, one of the principal 
witnesses for the applicant, and 


(4) the documentary and other evidence 
presented on behalf of the respon- 
dent that a number of persons, whose 
Signatures were identified, and who 
had at one stage signed the documents 
in support of the application had 
subsequently changed their minds and 
now no longer wished to have the res- 
pondent "decertified} 


we find that the applicant has failed to satisfy 
the Board that he has met the requirements of 
section 41 of The Labour Relations Act. The 
application is accordingly dismissed.” 


Board Member H.F, Irwin said: 


"I coneur in the result. However, I dissent 
from the views of the majority in so far as the 
fourth ground upon which they rely is concerned. 


Section 41(3) of The Labour Relations Act 
requires the applicant in cases for termination 
of bargaining rights instituted under section 41 
to submit evidence that more than fifty per cent 
of the employees in the bargaining unit concerned 
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have signified in writing that they no longer 
wish to be represented by the incumbent trade 
union. If the applicant produces such evi- 
dence and it meets the Board's standard tests 
in respect of its origination, preparation 
and the manner in which the signatures were 
Obtained, it is my view that revocations 
Signed by employees, who previously signified 
in writing that they did not wish the union 
to continue to represent them, cannot have the 
effect of completely nullifying the evidence 
in writing filed by the applicant. At best, 
if at all, revocations can only place the 
true wishes of the employees in doubt which 
can be resolved by a representation vote and 
this is exactly what the section directs the 
Board to order. To do otherwise, denies the 
applicant his statutory rights under this 
section of the Act. Reference may be made to 
my dissent in the Roselawn Dairy Case (March 
17, 1958) and to Board Member Young's dissent 
in the Preston and Sons Ltd. Case (August 17, 
1960). The latter case is to be published in 
the 0O.L.R.B. Monthly Report for August, 1960. 


While the first of the grounds for dis- 
missing the instant case is in accordance with 
present Board policy, my comments in respect 
thereto are set out in my dissent in the 
Sinnott News Company Ltd. Case, (1958) Canadian 
Labour Law Reporter, 1955 - 1959 Transfer 
Binder, 416,114; C.L.S., 76-605. 


The majority of the Board added the following 
comment : 


"We feel that it is incumbent upon us to 
point out that the position taken by Board 
Member H.F. Irwin in effect renders nugatory 
the “invitation” to employees in the second 
paragraph of Form 3A of the Board's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure." 


20.091-60: G. Archambault et al (Applicant) v. International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse Helpers of 
America, Local 419 (Respondent). (40 employees) 


(Re: H. Fine & Sons Limited, 
Ottawa Warehouse) 
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Number of names on revised 

ebici bid tyudist 26 
Number c.f ballots cast by persons 

wh se names appear on revised 

eligibility list 25 
Number of ballots east by persons 

whose names do not appear on 


revised eligibility list if 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 9 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 16 


20.386-60: Harold Meadoweroft and a group of employees 
(Applicants) v. United Automobile, Aircraft and Agricultural 
Implement Workers of America UAW Local 397 (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). (20 employees). 


(Re: Barnard Foundries Limited, 
Brantford) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility List 20 
Number of ballots cast 20 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent ie 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed t respondent q 
Number of ballcts segregated 

(not counted) 1 


20,500-60: Anthony Vassallo, Archie Hoevenaars, Charles 
Albert Greaves (Applicants) v. Teamsters Union Loe. 880. 
(Respondent) (Withdrawn). (13 employees). 


(Re: (Flanagan Delivery Service, 
London, Ontario). 


20,263-60: Phil Wood Industries Limited (Applicant) v. 
International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft and 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America (U.A.W.). 
(Respondent). (Granted). (12 employees). 


(Res Phil Wood Industries Limited, 
Windsor, Ontario.) 


The Board in directing that a representation vote be taken 
endorsed the Record in part as follows: 
"On March 3lst, 1960, the respondent union 
was certified as bargaining agent for a unit of 
employees of the applicant. 
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Both the representations of the applicant 
company and the admissions of the respondent 
union are to the effect that since the date 
of certification the union has not: 


(1) given any notice to the applicant of 
a desire to bargain with a view to 
the making of a collective agreement ; 
nor 


(2) attended or requested any meetings with 
the applicant for the purpose of collec- 
tive bargaining; nor 


(3) made any effort whatever to bargain 
with the applicant." 


Number of names on revised 

SOLIS ois ty bist 11 
Number of ballots cast age 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent O 
Number of ballots marked as © 

opposed to respondent Aga 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION CONCERNING STATUS OF SUCCESSOR 
TRADE UNION DISPOSED OF DURING SEPTEMBER. 1960 





20,519-60: Local Union 138 of the International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. The Hydro 
Electric Commission of the City of Hamilton (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION UNDER SECTION 63 DISPOSED OF 
DURING SEPTEMBER, 1960 


19428-60: Local #35, National Union of Public Service 
Employees (Applicant) v. The Corporation of the Town of 
Sturgeon Falls (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED 


A tO EEE ST a, SPAN 


OF DURING GEPTEMBER, 1960 


19.869-60: Falconbridge Nickel Mines Limited (Applicant) v. 
J. E. Keuhl and the 230 additional employees of the applicant 
listed in the attached schedule. (District of Sudbury 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"For the reasons given in writing the Board 
declares that the employees of the applicant at 
its Hardy and Fecunis mines and mills and service 
departments who refused to work in combination or 
in concert or in accordance with a common under- 
standing on one or more of the days between May 
16 to 20, 1960 (both days inclusive) engaged in 
a strike within the meaning of section 1(1)(h) 
of The Labour Relations Act and that such strike 
was contrary to section 49 (1) of The Labour 
Relations Act and was therefore unlawful." 


20 441-60: Ellis-Don Limited (Silverwoods projeet and Howden 
Hardware project, London) (Applicant) v. The International 

Hos Carriers’, Building and Common Labourers! Union of America, 
Local 1059 eRe (Withdrawn). 


20.442-60: Ellis-Don Limited (Silverwoods Project and 
Howden Hardware Project, London) Applicant) v. Bricklayers' 
and Stonemasons’ Union, Local 5 (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20,443-603: Ellis-Don Limited (Silverwoods project and Howden 
Hardware project, London) (Applicant) v. The United Brother - 
hood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, Local 1946 

Be Sondent) (Withdrawn ) 


APPLICATIONS FOR CUNSENT T¢ 
SEPTEMBER, 1960 


20.278-60: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Workers 
of America, Local 88 olden vy. Kaufman Rubber (Ontario) 
Limited (Kitchener) (Respondent). (Granted). 





QO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 











The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The principles upon which this Board has 
acted in connection with the obligation of the 
parties under section 11 of The Labour Relations 
Act following completion of the econeiliation 
process are set forth in the New Method laundry 
Case (1957 C. C. H. Canadian Labour Law Re-- 
porter, Transfer Binder 1955-59, q 16059; C.L.S. 
76-533. In the Canadian Name Plate Company 
Limited Case, (unreported file #12085-56), a 
case where a union sought leave to prosecute 
during the course of a strike for a failure to 
comply with section 11, the majority cf the 
Board, while refusing leave in all the cirecum-~ 
Stances of that case, said: 
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However, the applicant union continues 
to represent the employees of the respondent 
company in the appropriate unit for collec» 
tive bargaining purposes and, in view of the 
request submitted by the union to the company 
that the parties meet in order to review 
their respective positions, the Board craws 
the attention of the parties to the principles 
set out in the decision of the majority in 
the New Method Laundry Case, (1957) CCH 
Canadian Labour Law Reports 416,059; CLS 76- 
533, as to the obligations of both parties in 
such circumstances and recommends that the 
parties meet forthwith. 


It is obvious from these decisions that 
even in a strike situation the Board is of 
the opinion that the obligation to bargain in 
good faith and make every reasonable effort to 
make a collective agreement continues. It is 
interesting to note that while cousel for the 
respondent argued that leave should not be 
granted in this particular case, he did not 
quarrel with the general principle outlined 
in the New Method Laundry Case. 


Having regard to the above and to all 
the evidence before the Board which, it should 
be noted, was not substantially denied or 
challenged by the respondent, the Board is of 
the opinion that there is evidence from which 
it could be inferred that the respondent 
failed to bargain in good faith and make every 
reasonable effort to make a collective agree-~ 
ment as alleged by the applicant. 


In all the circumstances of this case, 
therefore, the Board consents to an institution 
of a prosecution of the respondent for failure 
to comply with the prcoyisions of section 11 of 
The Labour Relations Act, contrary to section 
61 of the said Act. 


The appropriate dceuments will issue. 


The Board desires to point out that there 
was no evidence called in support of the alle- 
gations set forth in paragraph 4 of the respon- 
dent's reply and no reference was made to these 
allegations at the hearing of this case." 
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20,.451-60: Ellis-Don Limited (Silverwoods project and 
Howden Hardware project, London) (Applicant) v. Ernie Donne 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20.452-60: Ellis-Don Limited (Ailverwoods project and Howden 
Hardware Project, London) (Applicant) v. Kenneth Jackson 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20.453-60: Ellis-Don Limited (Silverwoods pr ject and 
Howden Hardware project, London Co eae v. Joseph M, 
Jones (Resp-ndent). (Withdrawn). 


20,465-60: Hill-Clark-Francis Limited (project known as the 
Extension to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School, College 
Street, Sudbury, Ontario) (Applicant) v. C. Champagne 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20.466-60: Hill-Clark-Franeis Limited (project known as the 
Extension to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School, 
College Street, Sudbury, Ontario) (Applicant) v. Leo Lalonde 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20.467-60: Hill-Clark-Francis Limited (project known as the 
Extension to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School, College 
Street, Sudbury, Ontario) (Applicant) v. A. Blick (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn). 


20,468-60: Hill-Clark-Francis Limited (project known as the 
Extensicn to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School, College 
Street, Sudbury, Ontario (Applicant) v. Martin E. Sutinen 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20,.469-60: Hill-Clark-Francis Limited (project known as the 
Extension to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School, College 
Street, Sudbury, Ontario) (Applicant) v. S. Perakyla 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 





REQUESTS FOR RECONSIDERATION IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 





-59: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
865 (Applicant) v. St. Joseph's Hospital (Port Arthur) 
(Respondent). (Granted August. 


On September lst, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 
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"After carefully considering the 
representations of the respondent herein, 
we are of the opinion that the Board's 
decision of August 19th, 1959, in this 
matter should be confirmed." 


Board Members, H.F. Irwin and C.C. Young dissenting said: 


"In the circumstances of this case 
we do not believe that it is appropriate 
to include Mr. E. Fowler in the Bargain- 
ing unit." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS, DISPOSED 


Ser a RES Ls TET, oe ee ee 








OF IN SEPTEMBER, 1960 





18.202-59: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America AFL-CIO Local Union 633 (Applicant) v. Bayview 
Meat Market (Toronto Area) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In all the circumstances of this case 
we are of the opinion that the application 
for relief under section 12 (3) of The Labour 
Relations Act must be refused. The application 
for conciliation services is denied without 
prejudice to a future application being made." 


Board Members, E. Boyer and G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"In all the circumstances of this case 
we would have granted the relief under section 
12 (3) of The Labour Relations Act." 


20.307-60: International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 
Labourers! Union «f America, Local Union #597 (Applicant) v. 
Peter Willems (County of Durham, Townships of Whitby, Brock, 
Uxbridge and Seott in the County of Ontario, Townships of 
Hamilton, Haldimand, Alnwick in the County of Northumberland) 
(Respondent). (Dismissed). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Sinee the parties have reached a 
collective agreement, these prcceedings 
for conciliation are hereby terminated.” 


20.330-60: The United Garment Workers of America, Local 253 
cant) v. Bude Sportswear Co. Ltd. (Metropolitan Toronto) 
Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"Having regard to the evidence that the 
applicant union did not give written notice 
to the respondent of its desire to bargain 
with a view to making a collective agreement 
following certification, and to the evidence 
that no bargaining took place between the 
parties, this application for conciliation 
services is denied." 


20,424-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 1758, Brockville (Applicant) v. Pentagon 
Construction Co. Ltd. (Brockville, Prescott, Cardinal and 
Iroquois, and all territory within a redius of 10 miles, 
North of the St. Lawrence River, 10 miles East of Iroquois 
and 10 miles West of Brockville) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Since the respondent has no employees and 
does not contemplate having any employees within 
the immediate future, and having regard to the 
fact that there have been no meetings or bargain- 
ing by the parties, this application is dismissed 
without prejudice to a new application being made 
by the applicant in the event that the respondent 
engaged employees." 
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TABLE I 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


i 


Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application OCt..” Lav LOVMontns: OF Vitscal year 
"60 0-61 59-60 
I. Certification 50 438 495 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 2 26 51 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status 2 5 7 
IV. Conciliation Services 75 624 753 


V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 2 5 5 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of Agreement - - a 


VII. Declaration that 





Strike Unlawful fy i | 20 
VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - 2 1 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 15 65 66 
X,. Miscellaneous - 1 ~ 
XI. Complaint of Unfair Pract- 
ices in Employment 
(Section 57) 2 2 = 
XII, Other Applications - - - 
| TOTAL: 153 1185 1398 
TABLE IL 


HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


II er ed rh UL YE Me ts 09 bo nt Plo ie abies Ce 
Number 
Oct. ist 10 montns of fiscal year 
60 60-61 59-60 
en pee et ait SEE ARSE EBISU AN eser t i t ire eo BAESt nred Pas Saks etn ne LAL Sy oI Le Soe ae de Sate SLD, a 
Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 70 518 701 
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Type of Application Oct. (L8G 1O montis of Tiscal year 
T60 60-61 59-60 
I. Certification 58 465 463 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights HA 32 48 
III, Declaration of Successor 
Status* - ii 7 
IV. Conciliation Services 69 614 769 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 5 5 
VI. Consent to Early 
Termination - 1 - 
VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful a 18 2. 
VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - 1 4 
IX. Consent to Prosecute S 53 e's 
X. Miscellaneous ~ ah uf 
TOTAL: 225 1197 1395 
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TABLE III 





Number of Applications Disposed of 








*This does not include cases in which the question of 


successor status arises as a collateral issue. 
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«P40. 
TA3LE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


No.Appl'ns Disposed of *Employees 


ee 


Disposition OCtwoist-10 mos. Liscalivr.Octwr tet JO mos, Tiscal yr 
T6O0 60-61 59-50 '60 60-61 59-60 


























m. Certificaticn 
Certifiea 
CLC OL 264 275 1163: 7457 6683 
Other pial ate) 46 128 | LOS fh 900 
Total 41 ane Bek 1290 8484 7583 
Dismissed 
CLC 6 76 80 137 2880 AT Y 
Other 6. 24 18 48 _T15 972 
Total 12 100 98 185 3655 5446 
Withdrawn 
CLC 2 A} 32 60 762 481 
| Other Me ear Le: 18 141 266 
Total 5 52 Hy Te. 908 THT 
TOTAL: 55 LG 46 1553 13042 13776 
Certification ra 7hiy4) patie Ta it 
Applications 
Disposed of 
! *These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with the 
Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate, 
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- 243 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





No. Appl'ns Disposed of _ *Employees 


SN 


Disposition Oet, ist 10 mos. fiscal vr, Oct Leb .O mos, fiscal Vi 
2 T60 0-61 59-60 THOS BOSGdN peu lh. 





II. Termination 
Bargaining Rights 








Terminated 
CLC 1 23 el 60 306 724 
Other sites 4 Bye Mat 121 29 
Total 1 17 eu 60. 407 753 
Dismissedii 
CLOLA| 9 20 355 592 
Other: » us oa oo ee bhi g os 
Total - 10 22 - 592 603 
Withdrawn 
Che - 4 1 - 380 34 
Other ask ms eke Dee i 104 
Total - 5 2 - 393 138 
TOTAL: pk 32 48 60 aI 8) ge 1494 
Termination 9 a egies ae Space Agana eee ioe bial 
Applications 


Disposed of 





*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are appro- 
ximate. 
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- 244 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition Oct. lst 10 months of fiscal year 
T60 60-61 59-60 


III, Successor Status 





















Granted - 5 7 
Dismissed - 1 - 
Withdrawn _- my _s 
Total Wie Bee by: 
IV. Conciliation Services* 

Referred -: 
CLC 344 453 586 
Other 29 Le 3 109 
Total 63 576 695 

| Dismissed 
CLC ~ 9 a5 
Other _- ee ae 
Total 2: 12 215, 
Withdrawn 

CLC au 16 36 
Other 155 10 hm 
Total 6 26 ; 39 
TOTAL: 69 614 769 
Conciliation Tn Come 

Applications 


Disposed of 


‘Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 


Claiming successor status. 
* 
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- 245 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
continued 


Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition Oct. lst 10 months of fiscal year 
"60 EF0-61 59-60 





Vv. Determination under 
section 





Granted - 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 


Total 


le |e 
Ie Io oe ow 
ln lo bb 


VI. Consent to Early 

Termination of 
Agreement 

Granted ~ a - 

Dismissed ~ ~ ~ 

Withdrawn 


Total - Dat 


mevil, Declaration that 


Strike Uniawful 
Granted - 
Dismissed - 


Withdrawn 


le |e 


Total 
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- 246 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


a nn ne Rt et ESS RE AR RR a Sn 


Number of Applications Disposed of 
Disposition Oct. 1st 10 months of fiscal year 
'oO 00-61 59-60 





VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 





Granted - 1 uF 
Dismissed - - - 
Withdrawn (ace mbes es! 

Total i “it 


ll, 


,. Consent to 
Prosecute 


Granted - 14 
Dismissed ~ 
Withdrawn 


ae 
Total a 


X. Miscellaneous* 
Granted - 1 ~ 
Dismissed - - a: 


Withdrawn 


Ie |, 
le fn 


Total 


*See Case Listings for details. 
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TABLES AV 


RUPRES:ANTATION VOT2S IN CurtIPICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY Thos BOARD 


RR RO ERIE RR CE re bee 


Number or. Voves 
Disposition Oct. jst 10 months of fiscal year 


A oO hearts eo Pt oy Namrata es 


(1) 
Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 2 20 5 
Choice between 2 
Unions 2 11 ibs g 
Other - oe - 
Total Certified 4 31. 32 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No 7 4o 36 


Choice between 2 
Unions “ vi Li 


Other - - ~ 


Total Dismissed 


Is | 
oO WN 


7 Ho 
GRAND TOTAL: aa 80 
Certification Appl'ns ipa: 
Disposed of after vote 


(I) See Explanatory Notes, April 1960 Report, Page 3 
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- 243 - 
TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Disposition Oct. lst lO months of fiscal year 
™60 60-61 59-600 


Respondent Union Successful * 


CLC - Me 3 
Other ~ 3 _ 
Total - 5 5 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


CLG - 2, Od 
Other - 3 3 
Total - 8 20 


GRAND TOTAL: - 
Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


| 

Ud 

| 
we) 


*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the 
applicant is a group of employees, or the employer; the 
incumbent union is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING OCTOBER, 1960, 





Bargaining Agents Certified During October | 
No Vote Conducted 


18,978-59: Office Employes International Union, Local 131 
AFL-CIO (Applicant) v, Associated Medical Services Incor- 
porated (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office and clerical employees of the respondent 
at Toronto and those persons employed by the respondent at 
Toronto as elevator operator, cleaning woman and cafeteria 
employee, save and except superintendents, persons above the 
rank of superintendent, sales representatives, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period and one 
private seuretary to each of the following, the secretary- 
treasurer, the chief medical officer and the managing 
director." (96 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board has given careful consideration 
to the evidence contained in the examiner's 
report and to the representations and arguments 
of the parties, Many of the problems confront- 
ing the Board in determining the composition of 
the bargaining unit in this case are due to the 
fact that the organizational structure of 
certain employees have been and are in the pro- 
cess of reorganization and change. Much of the 
evidence pertaining to the duties and responsi- 
bilities of certain employees is referable to 
their duties anc responsibilities as they were 
changed following the date of the application 
rather than as they existed at the time of the 
application. 


On the basis of its long-established 
practice the Board makes its determination on 
the inclusion or exclusion of an employee from 
the bargaining unit by reference to such 
employee's duties and responsibilities on the 
date of the application, (See in this regard 
Regina v. Ontario Labour Relations Board Ex 
Parte Underwater Gas Developers Ltd, (1960 
O.W.N., 53, Smily J., at p. 54 and (1960) O. R. 


416 Aylesworth J, A, at pp. 419-420). 
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Consistent with this practice, therefore, the 
Board cannot, in making its determination of 
the bargaining unit, take into consideration 
the duties and responsibilities of employees 
which have changed since the date of the appli- 
cation nor as to what they might be expected to 
become in the future," 


20,035-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Northern Beverages (Cobalt) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Cobalt, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, supervisors and office staff," 

(7 employees in the unit). 





20,116-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Industrial Steam Limited (Ajax Plant) 
(Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Intervener), (Intervener Dismissed) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the reasons given in The Munici- 
ality of Metropolitan Toronto Case, the 
Board finds that the applicant is a trade 
union within the meaning of section 1 (1) 
(i) of The Labour Relations Act," 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed in the 
operation and maintenance of the central steam plant at 
Ajax, save and except the chief engineer," 

(13 employees in the unit). 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"As the intervener failed to satisfy the 
Board that it had as members any of the 
employees of the respondent in the above 
bargaining unit its application is dismissed." 


20,150-60: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers’ Union, Local 
2995 of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, A.F.L. - C.1.0. (Applicant) v. N.J. Girard Limited 
(bush operations in the Township of Lennox and the town- 
ships immediately adjacent thereto) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in the Township of Lennox and the townships 
immediately adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, scalers 
and tallymen," (222 employees in the unit). 

(Written reasons were issued). 


ant ae PE Py 
Cae 







odd yorotered 
to mots, b stl gation. 
moi sesebtease oat Pb posh 
essyoigms 3 Lig oan leant hed TRAC 
=tfage ét to stab- i. ee Bt | safleny ENO AS 
ot betoeqxe od dfgim at 3st tom nods tipe 
" x o gia ) _ i 


notin erose Peto ieteaiaii 
. (tLedad), cagetev ht ARRRte 
es Auer 

je gnela ett ts tnebnogeot ont, ‘0, 2 


to dost st evode inde” contto baa € % 
cc) | 
*rlaw 8a 









eteenten’ yoldetadd. to ised ll Poanad, ort 
(taste xeth) betiali needs. tahesactet .v G 
ee tool anil geet to cola’ Lenokstsaxetal .v (Jae: 
hoes tna tO genpytatol 


) .Cremevtedal) See bese 


:ewoffot ea gisq ak brooeit oxit beetohne braod OAT 





(ft) £ pi ek to sae add aids tw bigs: 


taLof aod 8.1 ef to (rz) 


eit mt beyolqme drebnogqeet: ort to sesyoLlqme fis” tito 
te Jasig nb 2 B feitsaso eft to Peepome t 5 2.14 Ms antago 
", t0entyas tetdo edt sgeoxs bas é6vse ,xeta 

(tion eit ot 2vevolqne Ef) 


sewollot an d18q nt brooefl edt bestobas teddiat bis0& eT 
edg y‘tettse ot belist tenevietal.edd ek". 
ait to yns etedmem 28 bat st aaas brs0d 


evods edt at tnebnogeex ett To 2 He po: 
", bseetmeth ef nolisotiaqs ett deus as anted 


{s00d ,aoltel ‘etoxttoll “to, booda 
to etentol bne ereyuequsd se iteck 
hotiaLI brsalo <b.u ae (foto eras oe a, i Zed rh 
| a 


“.JoA eno 


~rwot of bas xo tootieee os r 
, (saehoogeen) os otens at . 


-yeqo ferd 23k at duabrionees =} 
ecldenwot be xo. 








enemeto? tqeoxe has eves ,os 
etsfaoe , liste soltto ,nsmetor to Am 
«(diag mae al eseyo B's 


20,302-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers' 
International Union, Local 351 (Applicant) v, Feasby Services 
Limited (St, Catharines) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at St. Catharines, 
save and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank 
of foreman or forelady, driver salesmen, attendants hired 
for the school vacation period, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week, office staff and 
persons employed in the retail stores,!! 

(102 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
notes that the employees of the store at the 
plant are excluded from the bargaining unit," 


20,400-60: United Plant Guard Workers of America, Local 1958 
Amalgamated Plant Guards, of Plant Guard Employees of the 
Province of Ontario (Applicant) v. Ford Motor Company of 
Canada Limited (Oakville plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all plant protection officers in the emloy of the 
respondent in its Oakville plant, save and except supervisors, 
and persons above the rank of supervisor," 

(34 employees in the unit), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"It was alleged, and evidence was adduced 
by three employees who appeared as objectors 
at the hearing, that the applicant had mis- 
represented certain facts to induce them to 
join the union. These alleged misrepresent- 
ations were to the effect that one Mr, 
Taylor, a representative of the applicant 
union, had told them: 


(1) that Pinkertons had conducted a survey 
of the respondent's plant at Oakville 
with a view to replacing the present 
plant protection staff; 


(2) that the manager of the Plant Protec- 
tion Plant had received a letter from 
the Respondent's Head Office referring 
to the inauguration of an annual 
medical inspection plant for Plant Pro- 
tection guards as a result of which some 
employees might be discharged. 
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We were told that Mr. Taylor showed these 
employees a phamphlet (Exhibit 2) circulated 
by Burns Contract Security Services contain- 
ing a photograph of four slovenly-dressed 
guards and below that a photograph of five 
smartly-dressed guards and stating, 'For 
what these four men cost you -- you can have 
five Burns guards!!! 


According to their evidence Mr. Taylor 
advised them that the only way they could 
protect their jobs was to join the union. 


It is apparent from the evidence of these 
employees, which is confirmed by the witnesses 
called by the union, that there had already 
been a rumour current in the plant about the 
company instituting a medical plan before it 
was mentioned by Mr. Taylor, Further, it is 
evident from the evidence of Mr. Kennedy, that 
at the time they were made he in fact doubted 
the accuracy of the statements which he says 
were made by Mr. Taylor about the survey at 
Oakville and the medical plan, There is also 
a conflict of evidence as to what in fact was 
said by Mr, Taylor with regard to the survey 
at Oakville. 


Mr, Taylor and the witnesses called for the 
union deny that he said that a survey had in 
fact been made at Oakville. According to their 
version, he said that since a survey had been 
conducted at the Windsor plant, it was reason- 
able to assume that a similar survey had been 
conducted at the Oakville plant, It is appa- 
rent from all the evidence that the survey at 
the Windsor plant was well-known to the employ- 
ees at the Oakville plant before they were 
told about it by Mr. Taylor. Also, according to 
the evidence of Mr. McGraw, called on behalf of 
the Union, an advertisement similar to that con- 
tained in the pamphlet of Burns Contract 
Security Service had appeared in the Oakville 
paper. 


The objectors filed a letter dated April 
19th, 1960, under the letter-head of Ford Motor 
Company of Canada Limited addressed to Mr. 
Kennedy in which it is stated:- 
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'It has been said that the company has 
investigated the possibility of discharging 
the Oakville plant protection staff, replac- 
ing them with an outside guard agency at a 
considerably reduced cost to the Company, in 
a manner similar to that reportedly done 
recently in a plant of another company in 
the southern United States, 


May I assure you that Ford of Canada has 
not made such an investigation, The Company 
believes that it is its best interests to 
have its extensive and valuable property 
protected by its own personnel, Therefore, 
the Company has no intention of changing the 
ae which has been in effect for over 

O years, of having its own plant protection 
officers protect Company property and 
equipment, ' 


This letter also states that the company 
does ‘intend to institute regular medical 
examination for plant protection officers', 


ven assuming that we were to accept the 
objectors' version of what Mr, Taylor said, 
the witnesses who gave evidences for the ob- 
jectors, we are unable in the circumstances 
of the case to conclude that such statements 
were likely to or did in fact mislead these 
employees, At the most such statements 
would amount to campaign propaganda, clearly 
recognizable as such by any reasonable 
employee. Further, under all the circun- 
stances of the case we are of the opinion 
that such an employee would be fully capable 
of evaluating them at their true worth, 


It will be noted also that the union did 
not file application cards for any of the 
persons who gave evidence on behalf of the 
objectors, Of the 34 persons whose names 
appear on the respondent's list of employees, 
the union filed membership applications for 
over 70%, It is significant that none of these 
persons testified that they had been misled by 
any statements made by the union. 


There was also a suggestion on the part of 
the objectors that the Union had used intimi- 
dation to obtain membership. 
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No evidence of this was adduced at the 
hearing, 


Having regard to the evidence, therefore, 
the Board is unable to give effect to the 
arguments of the objectors that employees 
were induced by misrepresentation to become 
members of the applicant union," 


20,407-60: Pattern Makers of Hamilton and Vicinity pe al 
cant) v. Shewell Pattern & Manufacturing Ltd, (Hamilton 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all pattern makers and their apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at Hamilton, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman," (5 employees in the unit). 


20,415-60: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938, affil- 
iated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Perry Transport (Streetsville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Streetsville, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office staff," 
(8 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Prior to the preparation of the two 
petitions submitted in opposition to this 
application, Mr. Perry, a representative 
of management, held personal interviews 
with employees in his office, These inter- 
views occurred on or about August 26th, 1960, 
the same date the respondent received notice 
of the applicant's application for certifi- 
cation. Both the witnesses explained that 
during the interview Mr, Perry expressed 
hostility towards them for wanting the 
union and asked them their reasons, One 
of the witnesses told us that he gave 
reasons why he wanted the union and argued 
with Mr, Perry about certain working con- 
ditions. This same witness said that he 
later talked the matter over with other 
employees, who had also been interviewed 
by Mr, Perry, and they then realized they 
had ‘jumped too quickly.' He commented 
that Mr. Perry went away on vacation ‘and 
left it in our hands', 
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It is also to be noted that the two 
petitions are of the 'round-robin' variety 
and are both signed by a foreman, Mr, Carl 
seip. 


Having regard to all the circumstances 
in this case, and to the demeanour of the 
two witnesses who gave evidence, the con- 
Clusion is inescapable that, whatever the 
true intention of management may have been, 
the interviews and expressions of hostility 
by management had an intimidatory influence 
on the employees, Further, on the evidence 
the conclusion is equally inescapable that 
both petitions were prepared and signed 
under and as a result of such influence, and 
were not the result of the exercise of a 
free and independent change of mind on the 
part of the employees concerned. 


Accordingly, the Board is not prepared 
to find that this documentary evidence weakens 
the evidence of membership so as to require 
the Board to seek the confirmatory evidence of 
a representation vote," 


Board Member H,F, Irwin dissented and said: 


"T dissent. Contrary to the views 
expressed in the majority decision, I was 
favourably impressed with the oral evidence 
and demeanour of the two employees, Messrs, 
Cluteman and Leduc, who appeared at the 
hearing, Cluteman stated that at no time 
did Perry suggest the preparation of a 
petition in opposition to the union and 
that he, (Cluteman), did not tell Perry he 
would prepare such a petition. He stated 
specifically that 'the boys don't want the 
union', For these reasons, I would have 
given weight to the petition and directed 
that a representation vote be taken," 


20.435-60: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners 
of America Local 1669 (Applicant) v. The Carter Construction 
Company Limited (at its R.C.A.F. Station Project at Moosonee) 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at its R.C.A.F. Station Project at 
Moosonee, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman," 

(5 employees in the unit). 
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20,481-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v, Weston Bakeries Limited (New 
Liskeard, Cobalt, Kirkland Lake, Matheson, Ansonville, 
Cochrane, Smooth Rock Falls, Hearst, Kapuskasing, and 
Timmins) (Respondent). 


Unit #1: "all driver salesmen of the respondent employed 
at and working out of New Liskeard, save and except route 
foremen, persons above the rank of route foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (2 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes that the employees of 
the respondent serving Cobalt are included 
in this bargaining unit," 


Unit #2: "all driver salesmen of the respondent employed 
at and working out of Kirkland Lake, save and except route 
foremen, persons above the rank of route foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (7 employees in the unit), 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes that the employees of 
the respondent serving Matheson, Cochrane, 
Smooth Rock Falls and Hearst are included 
in this bargaining unit." 


Unit #3: "all driver salesmen of the respondent employed at 
and working out of Kapuskasing, save and except route 

foremen, persons above the rank of route foreman, office staff 
and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (2 employees in the unit), 


Unit #+: "all driver salesmen of the respondent employed at 
and working out of Timmins, save and except route foremen, 
persons above the rank of route foreman, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week," (3 employees in the unit). 


20,484-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Weston Bakeries Limited (Kirkland 
Lake) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kirkland Lake, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
driver salesmen, persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week and students hired for the school 
vacation period," (27 employees in the unit). 
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20,521-60: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 791 (Applicant) v. Robinson Contracting Co, (Hamilton) 
Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Hamilton, engaged in the operation of cranes, 
bulldozers and similar equipment, and those persons primarly 
engaged in the maintenance and repair of such equipment, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (8 employees in the unit). 


20,522-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 
of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, A,FL.-C.1.0, (Applicant) v. S. P. W. Trucking Co. 
Limited (in its woods operations in the Townships of Dale, 
Newton, Frater and Cappel and the townships immediately 
adjacent thereto) (Respondent), 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent engaged in its woods 
operations in the Townships of Dale, Newton, Frater and 
Cappel and the townships immediately adjacent thereto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, scalers and tallymen." (49 employees in the unit). 


20,523-60: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, of 

the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Port Hope 
Ready Mix Limited (Port Hope) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Port Hope, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (5 employees in the unit). 


20,533-60: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230 of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters (Applicant) v. Harry's 
Ready Mix Concrete Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office and sales staff," 

(10 employees in the unit). 


20,536-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 

(Applicant) v. Buchanan Brothers (in its woods operations in 
Township 92 and the townships immediately adjacent thereto ) 

(Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in its woods 
operations in Township 92 and the townships immediately 
adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman and office staff," 


(10 employees in the unit). 
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20,540-60: Local Union 19, United Brotherhood of Carpenters 
and Joiners of America (Applicant) v. Robinson Contracting 
Co. (Hamilton) Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Hamilton, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (6 employees in the unit). 


20,548-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, affiliated with 
the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers (Applicant) v. Gord Freeborn 
Trucking (Hamilton) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (9 employees in the unit), 


20.549-60: International Union of United Brewery, Flour, 
Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery Workers of America, AFL- 
CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Brewers! Warehousing Company, Limited 
(Gravenhurst) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehouses 
and retail stores at Gravenhurst, save and except managers 
or foremen, persons above the rank of manager or foreman 
and office staff." (3 employees in the unit). 


20.551-60: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) 
v. Moe Koffman Operating under the firm name and style of 
Ottawa Sanitation Services (Ottawa) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week," (99 employees in the unit), 


20.554-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Burnaby Venetian Blinds Limited 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Metropolitan Toronto, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office staff," 

(16 employees in the unit). 


20.572-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local #2436 (Applicant) v, Carrington Construction 
Co, Ltd. (on its Ramore Radar Station Project in the Town- 

ship of Ramore) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed on its Ramore Radar Station Project in 
the Township of Ramore, save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman," 

(14 employees in the unit). 


20 4-60; InternationalBrotherhood of Electrical Workers 
(Applicant) v. The Waterloo Public Utilities Commission 
(Office Employees) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office employees of the respondent save and 
except manager, office manager, assistant manager, and one 
confidential secretary to the manager and office manager," 
(10 employees in the unit). 


20,587-60: Amalgamated Association of Street Electric Rail- 
way (Applicant) v. Sun Parlor Coach Lines Limited (Windsor) 
(Respondent). 





Unit: "all bus operators in the employ of the respondent 
at Windsor, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, and office staff," (5 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that George Issell and the part 
time bus driver are not included in the 
bargaining unit," 


20.590-60: Bricklayers!’ and Masons! Union, Local No, l, 
Ontario, of the Bricklayers', Masons' and Plasterers' 
International Union of America (Applicant) v, Mal Romanin 
(County of Wentworth, except Township of Beverley; the 
County of Halton, except that portion Hast of Sixteen Mile 
Creek from the Lakeshore to the Queen Elizabeth Highway and 
that portion East of the Sixth Line North from the Queen 
Elizabeth Highway; Townships of North and South Grimsby, and 
Caistor in County of Lincoln; County of Haldimand except 
Townships of Moulton and Dunn) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all bricklayers and bricklayer apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the County of Wentworth, except 
Township of Beverley; the County of Halton, except that 
portion Hast of Sixteen Mile Creek from the Lakeshore to the 
Queen Elizabeth Highway and that portion Kast of the Sixth 
Line North from the Queen Elizabeth Highway; Townships of 
North and South Grimsby, and Caistor in County of Lincoln; 
County of Haldimand except Townships of Moulton and Dunn, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (13 employees in the unit). 
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20,593-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Beatty Bros, Limited (Fergus) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office, clerical and technical employees of the 
respondent at its head office and plant at Fergus, save and 
except supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
salesmen, head office accountants, purchasing agents, time 
study and methods men, and one secretary to each of the 
following: president, vice-president, comptroller and 
personnel manager." (129 employees in the unit) 


(Unit agreed to by the parties), 


20,600-60: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. The Pedlar People Limited (Oshawa) 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily engaged 
as their helpers in the employ of the respondent in its boiler 
room at Oshawa, save and except chief engineer," 

(4 employees in the unit). 


20,604-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
CIO: CLC (Applicant) v. The Consumers Co-Operative Society 
Limited (South Porcupine) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its retail store at 
south Porcupine, save and except store manager, persons above 
the rank of store manager, office staff and persons regularly 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week," 

(6 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the fuel drivers are not 
included in the bargaining unit," 


20.609-60: Sheet Metal Workers! International Association, 
Local Union 527 (Applicant) v. Lynco Heating Limited (Hamilton) 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all sheet metal workers, sheet metal apprentices and 
helpers in the employ of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman," (15 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The description of the bargaining unit 
comprehends the employees classified by the 
company as furnace and ductwork installers, 
fabricators or ductwork for heating, 
experienced helpers and inexperienced 
helpers and labourers," 


20,612-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1I.0. (Applicant) v. Kokotow Lumber Limited (planing 
mill in Dack Township) (Respondent), 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its planing mill in 
Dack Township, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff," (9 employees in the unit). 





20,630-60: International Chemical Workers Union, AFL-CIO.-CLC 
(Applicant) v. General Printing Ink Corporation of Canada 
Limited (in the Carlaw Plant of its Bensing Bros, & Deeney 
Division) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Carlaw Plant 

of its Bensing Bros, & Deeney Division, save and except non- 
working foremen, persons above the rank of non-working foreman 
and office and sales staff." (4 employees in the unit). 


20,605-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
CLosCuc (Applicant) v. Dominion Stores Limited (Streetsville) 


(Respondent). 
Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its retail stores at 


Streetsville, save and except store manager, persons above the 
rank of store manager, office staff, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (34 employees in the unit), 


20.618-60: International Brotherhood of Hlectrical Workers 
(Applicant) v. The Electric Light and Water Commission of the 
Town of Gravenhurst (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except super-~ 
intendent, persons above the rank of superintendent, office 
staff and casual employees," (5 employees in the unit), 


20,666-60: Local Union No, 1678, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers (A.F.L.-C.1.0.-C.L.C.) (Applicant) v. Napa- 
nee Public Utilities Commission(Hydro Department) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Hydro 
Department, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office staff and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (18 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Ror the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the office cleaner is not 
included in the bargaining unit." 


Certified Subsequent to Vote 


19,481-59: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. The Toronto- 
Peterborough Transport Company Limited (Peterborough terminal) 
(Respondent). 
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Unit: “all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Peterborough terminal, save and except 
dispatchers and foremen, persons above the rank of dispatcher 
or foreman, office staff, persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (27 employees in the unit), 


Number of names on 

eae HB Myon BM oft Ge RPS 27 
Number of ballots cast as 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 16 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 10 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


MWe are of opinion that the evidence 
presented by the respondent in support 
of its objections to the vote conducted 
by the Board in this matter on August 18, 
1960 is insufficient to warrant a 
direction that a further vote be taken," 


Board Members, H.F. Irwin and C,C, Young dissented and said: 


"ve dissent. We would have directed 
that another vote be taken." 


20,.262-60: Local 700, International Union of Operating 
Engineers (Applicant) v. La France Textiles Canada Limited 
(Woodstock) (Respondent) v, United Textile Workers of America, 
Local 138 (Intervener), 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers, employed in the boiler room of 
the respondent at Woodstock, save and except the chief 
engineer." (4 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list rs 
Number of ballots cast dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 
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19580-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v, Hotel London Company Limited 
(London) (Respondent) v. International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local No, 944, AFL-CIO (Intervener), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the Hotel 
London, London, who are presently bound by a collective 
agreement between the respondent and the London Hotel 
Employees! Association," 

(143 employees in the unit), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the history of bargain- 
ing in the respondent's establishment, the 
Board finds that all employees of the res- 
pondent at the Hotel London, at London, save 
and except department managers, persons above 
the rank of department manager, executive 
office and accounting office staff, inspect- 
ress in the housekeeping department, banquet 
captain, assistant bell captain, employees 
in the barber shop and in the beauty shop, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week and employees bound by a 
collective agreement between the respondent 
company and International Union of Operating 
Engineers Local 944, constitute a unit of 
employees of the respondent appropriate for 
collective bargaining. 


For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that hostesses are included in the 
bargaining unit. 
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The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties that the front desk staff is in- 
cluded in the unit and that the persons 
excluded from the unit by the term 
"department manager" are: night manager, 
telephone supervisor, head housekeeper, 
head houseman, bell captain, maitre d', 
head chef, head store-keeper, steward, 
bar manager, and laundry superintendent. 


Having regard to all the evidence in 
this case including the evidence of 
membership and the result of the repre- 
sentation vote conducted by the Board 
in the matter, wherein more than fifty 
per cent of the ballots of all those 
eligibile to vote were cast in favour of 
the applicant, a certificate will issue 
to the applicant." 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 


Number of ballots cast fA 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 3 
Number of ballots spoiled 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 77 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of Hotel London 
Employees Association 34 
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20,396-60: United Glass and Ceramic Workers of North 
America AFL-CIO, CLC (Applicant) v. National Sewer Pipe 
Limited (Clarkson Plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Clarkson Plant, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
and office and sales staff," : 

(102 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

Shigiol a ty 1 ll st 97 
Number of ballots cast 96 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 65 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 29 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING OCTOBER 1960 
No Vote Conducted 


19,938-60: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers' Union of America, Local Union 183 (Applicant) v. 
Star Construction Company Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman," (15 employees in the unit). 





20,.285-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1456 (Applicant) v. Walter Killoran 
(City of Peterborough, town of Lindsay and the Counties in 
which said City and Town are situated) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the employees who 
the applicant seeks to represent are 
employees of Ideal Vacations Company Limited 
and not employees of the respondent herein," 


20,290-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Wagmen Weinstock Investments Ltd. (Fashion 
Building 174 Spadina Ave. Toronto) (Respondent) v. Inter- 
national Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 
(1 employee), 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent 
does not have more than one employee in 
the bargaining unit suggested by the 
applicant in this matter," 


20,293-60: The Canadian Union of Operating lngineers 
Applicant) v, Adelaide Peters Building Limited operating 
Commodore Bldg., A.M. Shiffer operating Balfour Bldg., Spadina 
Investments operating 174 Spadina, Superior Cloak Co. 
operating Superior Bldg., Wagman, Weinstock Investments Ltd, 
operating Fashion Bldg. (Respondents) v. International Union 
of Operating Gngineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"As individual applications for certi- 
fication were filed in connection with 
each of the respondents named in this 
application and are presently being pro- 
cessed by the Board, this joint appli- 
cation is dismissed," 


20.448-60: Local Union No. 786 of the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers, 
affiliated with the American Federation of Labour (Applicant) 
v, Newman Brothers Construction Co. (City of Sault Ste, Marie) 
(Respondent), (16 employees), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board, following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application," 


Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Vote 





12,0852: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Gibson Brothers Limited, agents for the 
Berkeley House, 360 Bay Street, Toronto (Respondent), 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed by the respondent at 
Berkeley House, 360 Bay Street, Toronto," : 
(4 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list ye 
Number of ballots cast Ly 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 
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19,422-59: The International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Dominion Electric 
Protection Company (Toronto) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all office employees of the respondent at Toronto, 
Save and except salesmen, design engineers, assistant 
manager, persons above the rank of assistant manager, 
confidential secretaries to the president-general manager, 
and operation superintendent, and persons bound by a 
subsisting collective agreement," 

(18 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 18 
Number of ballots cast Ly 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ns 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 13 


eee oe Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
7, of the International Brotherhood ot Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
ve The Orillia Creamery Company Limited (Orillia 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Orillia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (12 employees in the unit). 


(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 14 
Number of ballots cast 14 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 0 
Number of ballots marked as . 

opposed to applicant 14 
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19,910-60: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
Applicant) v. New Method Dry Cleaners (Kingston plant) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in 
Kingston, save and except plant foremen, persons above the 
rank of plant foreman and persons regularly employed for not 
more than twenty-four hours per week." 

(14 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that branch office outlet clerks 
are not plant employees and not included 
in the bargaining unit." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list ane 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant i 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant Le 


20,405-60: United Textile Workers of America Local 157 
(Applicant) v. Perth Knitting Mills Limited (Perth) 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Perth, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, and persons regularly employed for not more than ou 
hours per week," (25 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list au. 
Number of ballots cast 23 
Number of ballots marked in 

fayour of applicant Le 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 12 


20,431-60: International Association of Machinists 
(Applicant) v, Canadian Gypsum Company, Limited (Guelph plant) 
(Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Guelph Plant, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office staff." (63 employees in the unit), 


Number of names cui revised 
eligibility list 59 
Number of ballots cast 25 
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20,449-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen 
and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. O'Brien Cartage 
Ltd. (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office staff, and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week," 

(17 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast v7 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 7 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 10 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING OCTOBER 1960 


20,021-60: Laundry, Dry Cleaning and Dye House Workers, 
International Union Local 351 (Applicant) v, Canadian Linen 
Supply Company Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
Sales staff, chief engineer, drivers and students hired for 
the school vacation period," (50 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board revokes its decision of June 
29, 1960 ‘directing that a representation 
vote be taken | in this matter and grants 
leave to the applicant to withdraw its 
application," 


20,065 2003 International Union of Operating ungineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Canada Glazed Paper Limited (Ajax) 
(Respondent). (5 employees). 


Sa aea International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
796 (Applicant) v. McWayne Walker Limited (St. Catharines) 
(Respondent), (8 employees). 


20.585-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, A.F. of L. C.L.C. (Applicant) v. De Rose Ready-Mix 
Concrete Limited (Thorold) (Respondent). (5 Be cosh, 
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20,671-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Tolmar Construction 
Company Limited (Ottawa) (Respondent). (10 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING OCTOBER 1960 


20,534-60: Haig Printing and Office Supplies Limited 
(Toronto) (Applicant) v. Amalgamated Lithographers of America 
Local 12 (Respondent). (Granted). (8 employees). 


(Re: Haig Printing and Office Supplies Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The union was certified on March 24, 1960 
for all lithographers and their apprentices 
in the employ of the applicant company with 
certain exceptions not here material, Since 
that date, the evidence discloses that the 
union made no attempt whatsoever to bargain 
on behalf of the employees for whom it was 
the bargaining agent. Not only did the union 
not attempt to bargain on their behalf, but 
did not even give notice to bargain as they 
are required to do by section 10 of The 
Labour Relations Act, On this application 
under section 43 of the Act the union filed 
no reply and did not appear at the hearing, 
In these circumstances, the Board has no 
alternative but to declare that the respon- 
dent herein no longer represents the em- 
ployees of Haig Printing and Office 
Supplies Limited for whom it was certified 
as bargaining agent on March 24th, 1960." 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 68 OF ACT DISPOSED OF DURING 
OCTOBER 1960 
16453-58: The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 


(Applicant) v, The Toronto Municipal Employees! Association, 
Local Union No. 79 (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED OF 
DURING OCTOBER 1960 


34-60-U: Zalev Brothers Limited (Applicant) v. G, Salice, 
Ay Mariani, L. Nicoletti, V, dacker, A, Carroceia, J, Flis, 
J. Wojtowlcez, T., Kopek, B, Raducha, F, Beiltler, P. Fuleki, 
L, Sholomiski, C. Carter, 0, Schonwald, A, Maziak, T. 
Paonessa, Etienne Hanssens, and Donald Stafford (Township 
of Sandwich West) (Respondent), (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
OCTOBER 1960 


19.249-60: Wood, Wire and Metal Lathers International Union 
Local 97B, Toronto (Applicant) v. D. Naiberg (Toronto) 
(Respondent), (Withdrawn), 


40-60-U: Zalev Brothers Limited (Township of Sandwich West) 
(Applicants) v. Hugh Keillor and Albert Atkins (Respondent) 
(Withdrawn). 


41-60-U: Zalev Brothers Limited (Township of Sandwich West) 
(Applicants) v. G. Salice, A. Mariani, L, Nicoletti, V. Zacker, 
A, Carrocela, J. Flis, J, Wojtowilcez, 7. Kopek, B. Raducha, 

F, Beitler, P, Fuliko, L, Sholomiski, C, Carter, 0. Schonwald, 
A, Maziak, T. Paonessa, ftienne Hanssens and Donald Stafford 
(Respondent), (Withdrawn). 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
DURING OCTOBER 1960 


20,596-60: Pattern Makers of Hamilton and Vicinity 
(Applicant) v. Smart Turner Machine Co. Ltd, (Hamilton) 
(Respondent), (Referred), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Tn all the circumstances of this case 
the Board is of the opinion that the sub- 
mission of the respondent with respect to 
there being only one employee in the bar- 
gaining unit at this time is not a bar to 
the application," 
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TABLE I 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application Nov. ist 6 months of fiscal year 

"60 "60-61 ™59Q 60 
lL... Certification 57 4O5 553 

II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 4 33 58 

Lid.» Deciaration: of Suc- 

cessor Status - a rf 
IV. Conciliation Services 88 Tic 824 


V Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 5 6 


VI. Consent to Early Term- 
ination of Agreement 


VII Declaration shat 


Strike Unlawful e 19 20 
Nise Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - 2 1 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 6 71 69 
X. Miscellaneous 1 2 


x1. Complaint,or Unfair 
Practice in Employ. 
ment (Section 57) 96 8 


TOTAL: 167 135 1536 























TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
Number 


Nov. ist & months of fiscal year 
60 SU Ow i) MiG OU or ay 


Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 73 591 800 
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TABLE IIT 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY MAJOR TYPES 








ee 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


Type of Application Nov. lst 6G months of fiscal year 
760 0°61 59-60 
1. Certification 53 518 Ae 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 6 38 56 
It. Declaration of Successor 
status* 2 9 a 
IV. Conciliation Services 86 700 859 


V Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 1 6 5 


VI Consent to Early 


Termination of Agreement ~ a 
VII. Declaration that Strike 
Unlawful ut 22 22 
VIII. Declaration that Lock 
out Unlawful - i 4 
IX. Consent to Prosecute py 67 81 
X. Miscellaneous di a 
XI. Complaint of Unfair 
Labour Practice in 
Employment (Section 57) _2 2 
TOTAL: 168 1365 VST 











*This does not include cases in which the question of 
successor status arises as a collateral issue. 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIQ LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


a a a ee te er ree 








No. Appl'ns Disposed of *Emp loyces 


Disposition Nov. 1st S mos fiscal yr.Nov lst & mos fiscal yr 


Lichen earaicorA SHMRININ SA cn Te STO 


a ee ee es me nn ee set nen rere ne mee 























Certification 
Certified. 
Cla 25 289 310 6347 GOSS 7200 
Other ie 64 4g HOF = 1434 965 
Total LO 353 559 1038 9522 8165 
Dismissed 
Cre 6 82 90 BAGH) 3.36 5440 
Other ee 26 a4 781 1106 
Total 8 108 114 PEON WieGur 6546 
Withdrawn 
CLC 5 6 aie 96 858 71a 
Other we ai 12 _ 141 266 
Total 5 a7 +9 96 999 977 
TOTAL: we 18 522 1396 14436 15688 
Certirication ; 
Applications 


Disposed of 


“These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 


and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn 

are approximate 
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- 2/5-APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


— 





SES A OR OE = RT EES tS SAE ES ~ NE EEGEED eee pe 











No Appl'ns Disposed of | HID LOSES 
Disposition Nov. Ist & mos fiscal yr Nov. 8G oO os. fiseal vi 
Jee, 60-61 59 -60 S60!" OOser 59-60 





II. Termination 
Bargaining Rights 








Terminated 
CLO 2 15 ED eH 330 TOs 
Other Med ce 4 or LN Pad 3 
Total 2 19 29 2) 451 820 
Dismissed 
Cie ZL 10 23 22 357 649 
Total ak sia 25 22 374 660 
Withdrawn 
CLC 3 7 Ai 82 462 34 
Other Ad aes ee pis bs 104 
Total S 8 2 82 U75 135 
BUTALS me) oie) 56 128 1300 1618 
Termination rae ia rie 
Applications 


Disposed of 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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276- APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 








SL STL ALINE ACO tS +s enemies chee ener enerenenew ey 





_Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


Disposition Nov. Ist 8 months of fiscal year 
'6O 60 61 59 60 


a a a Le ENE were ee 


IIf Successor Status 





a nye — ee 


Granted 2 if A 
Dismissed 1 
Withdrawn eee i Ab ye 
Total LS we mle 
IV. Conciliation Services* 
Reierred 
CLC 60 513 652 
Other eu d44 119 
Total G1 657 gs 
Dismissed 
CLC 1 10 25 
Other gail _4 ee. 
Total 2 14 a5 
Withdrawn 
CLC 1 Le 50 
Other ie 12 iis} 
Total 5 eo D3 
TOTAL: 86 700 859 


Conciliation 
Applications Disposed of 


ee e 3 ry : s e s 
*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 


Claiming successor status. 
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277 ~ APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 
Disposition Novel uae months of fiscal year 
"60 60-61 59 60 











V Determination under 





section 
Granted 1 | 
Dismissed Ke fis 1 
Withdrawn Ns. Hem aS 
Total ne, i 1 
VI. Consent to Early 
Termination of 
Agreement 
Granted - 1 
Dismissed ~ 
Withdrawn ms ey ni 
Total ie i is 
ees Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 
Granted 2 +f 2 
Dismissed = ir 2 
Withdrawn oe met 18 
Total Ae a2) Be 
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- 278 ~ APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 





_Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 
Disposition Nov ist &S months of fiscal year 


160 60-61 59 60 


MLIL. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 





Granted 1 Me 

Dismissed ss 

Withdrawn Pate Whee ue.) 
Total : nee 4 


IX. Consent to 


Prosécute 

Granted 6 20 25 
Dismissed - e 9 
Withdrawn pi) 4S AT 

Total Be 67 31 

X. Miscellaneous* 

Granted : 7 it 
Dismissed a 
Withdrawn paket oie _ 

Total soe a! mas 





*pee Case Listings for details. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 





on SRS TEES OO Oe = ET RE ea Hg RNS nes eS Re = | nr te re 


Number of Votes 


SRR RT te EO Oa a RO AS NE 


Disposition NOV Tato months Of Tlecal year 
160 (emReeehy 7 ROTES 
(1) 
Certification After Vote 





Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 1 ei 16 
Choice between 

ce unions . 14 19 
Other Af a - 


Total Certified 5 36 


es 


1S) 
WI 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No - 4o HO 
Choice between 
2 unions 1 6 Ne: 
Other : - 


Total Dismissed q 50 


i) 
\Se) 


GRAND TOTAL: 
Certification Appl'n 
Disposed of after vote 


llo 
|S 








ee ge rere ee ee ee a a eee eee 


(1) See Explanatory Notes, Reet 1960 Report, Page 3 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Disposition Nov Ist & months of fiscal year 
"60 60 61 59 60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLG 2 S 
Other - % 


Total ss, P| 


Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


CLC 1 5 17 
Other 3 i 

Total ee We pal 

GRAND TOTAL: ee 2 24 


Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 








ee eee ean 








¥*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the 
applicant is a group of employees, or the employer; the 
incumbent union is thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING NOVEMBER, 1960. 


Bargaining Agents Certified During November 
No Vote Conducted 


3-60-R: Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders! Inter- 
national Union, A.F.L. C.1.0. C.L.C. Restaurant cafeteria 

& Tavern Employees Union, Local 254 (Applicant) v. Canadian 
Food Products Sales Limited (Strachan Avenue, Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the Industrial Food Services Division 
of the respondent at the John Inglis (English Electric) Company 
Limited plant at Strachan Avenue, Toronto, save and except 
assistant manager, persons above the rank of assistant manager, 
and office staff." (11 employees in the unit). 


4-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applican’) v. National Sea Products 

Limited (White's Fish Company Division at Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its White's Fish 
Company Division at Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office and sales staff." 

(19 employees in the unit). 


5-60-R: Sheet Metal Workers' International Association, Local 
Union 397 (Applicant) v. Rondeau Sheet Metal, Heating & Roof- 
ing (Fort William) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of Fort William, engaged in the application of roofing 
material (other than wood shingles and metal) save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman, office staff and persons covered by subsisting 
collective agreements." (6 employees in the unit). 


6-60-R: International Union of United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, 
Soft Drink & Distillery Workers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC 
(Applicant) v. Brewers! Warehousing Company Limited (Milton and 
Streetsville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehouses and 
retail stores at Milton and Streetsville, save and except 
manager or foreman, and persons above the rank of manager or 
foreman, and office staff." (2 employees in the unit). 
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8-60-R: International Union United Automobile, Aircraft 

Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW-AFL-CIO) 
et v. General Motors Products of Canada Ltd. (London) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehcuse at 
London, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (18 employees in the unit). 


9-60-R: Textile Workers Union of America, CLC (Applicant) v. 
Midland Industries Limited (Midland) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Midland Footwear 
Division at Midland, save and except foremen or foreladies, 
persons above the rank of foreman or forelady, persons engaged 
in shoe designing, office and sales staff, security guards, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week 
and homeworkers." (138 employees in the unit). 


18-60-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880 affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Can-Man Industries Limited (at its Western Tire 
& Auto Supply Company Division at London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the warehouses at 
its Western Tire & Auto Supply Company Division at London, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (34 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Por the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the bargaining unit comprises 
the employees of the respondent at three 
warehouses located at 89-96 King Street and 
the rear of 96 King Street, 146 York Street 
and 310 Talbot Street in London, and that 
the employees of the respondent at its 
service shops at 93 King Street and at its 
retail store at 117 King Street in London, 
are not included in the bargaining unit." 


51-60-R: International Chemical Workers Union, A.F. of L. 
C.1.0. C.L.C, (Applicant) v. Bermico Products Limited (at its 
Beach Road Plant at Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Beach Road 
Plant at Hamiiton, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, laboratory supervisors, professional, office 
and sales staff." (24 employees in the unit). 
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52-60= R: National Union of Public Service Employees 


Applicant) v, "Hillsdale Manor" Home for the Aged (Oshawa) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Oshawa, save and 
except department heads, persons above the rank of department 
head, office staff, persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week and registered nurses.” 

(48 employees in the unit). 


54-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees (Applicant) 
Vv. Gravenhurst Board of Education (Janitorial and Maintenance 
Staff) (Respondent). 





Unit: "all janitorial and maintenance employees of the res- 
pondent, save and except supervisors, persons above the rank 
of supervisor, office staff and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." (4 employees in the unit). 


72-69-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
V. Havergal College (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily engaged 
as their helpers employed in the boiler room of the respondent 
at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except the chief engineer." 
(4 employees in the unit). 


83-60-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Aquasoft Service Limited (Kitchener) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (3 employees in the unit). 


96-60-R: Sportswear Local 199, International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union (Applicant) v. Cole of California (Canada) Ltd. 
(Oshawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Oshawa, save and 
except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of foreman 
or forelady, office and sales staff and designers." 

(33 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board declares 
that the janitor who is regularly employed for not 
more than <4 hours per week is not included in the 
bargaining unit." 
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105-60-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
V. Carlaw's Woodenware Ltd. (Paisley) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Paisley, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
staff." (23 employees in the unit). 


112-60-R: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and Plastic Workers 
of America, AFL-CIO-CLC Local 620 (Applicant) v. B.F. Good- 
rich Canada Limited (Retread Plant, Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its retread plant 
at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 

above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(16 employees in the unit). 


113-60-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
WinterSeal of Canada Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, and office staff." (90 employees in the unit). 





20,205-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2995 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, 
A.F.L.-C.1.0. (Applicant) v. Alex Saley (bush operations in 
Benoit Township and in the townships immediately adjacent 
thereto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its bush oper- 
ations in Benoit Township and in the townships immediately 
adjacent thereto, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, office staff, scalers and tallymen." 

(26 employees in the unit). 


20,430-60: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
Vv. Plastic Contact Lens Company (Canada) Ltd. (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and students employed for the school vacation period." 
(20 employees in the unit). 





Board Member H,F, Irwin dissented and said: 


"T dissent. I would have directed 
that a representation vote be held." 
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20,560-60: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Appli- 
cant) v. DeVilbiss (Canada) Limited (Barrie) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Barrie, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff, cafeteria employees, security guards, 
students hired for the school vacation period and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

47 employees in the unit) 

he Board endorsed the Record as follows: 





"It is clearly established by the evidence 
that, except in the case of one signature, all 
three documents filed with the Board, as indi- 
cating opposition by employees to the appli- 
cant's application for certification, were 
Signed in blank. It was not until sometime 
after the persons signed the documents that a 
preamble was typed or written at the top of 
them indicating opposition to the applicant be- 
ing certified as bargaining agent. Having regard 
to all the circumstances of this case, the Board 
is not prepared to draw any inference from these 
documents as to what was the intention of the 
persons who signed them before the preamble was 
placed on them (See Ever-Bright Limited (Metro- 
politan Toronto), C.L.S. 76-528). The Board 
does not, therefore, consider that the docu- 
mentary evidence filed by the objectors weakens 
the applicant's evidence of membership so as to 
require the confirmatory evidence of a represent- 
ation vote." 


20,5607-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, CLC (Applicant) v. King Paving Company Limited 
(Oakville and Cooksville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all maintenance men, mechanics, truck drivers, and 
yard men, employed at or working out of Oakville and 
Cooksville, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff." (28 employees in the unit). 





20,606-60: The Textile Workers Union of America, C.L.C. 
Applicant) v. Toronto Feather and Down Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of fore- 
man or forelady and office staff." (64 employees in the unit). 
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20,628-60: Canadian Construction Workers! Union, Division 
No. 1, N.C.C.L. (Applicant) v. Allied Building Supply (Ottawa) 
Limited (Napean Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Napean Township, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office staff." (108 employees in the unit). 


20,657-50; International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter 
Workers (Canada) (Applicant) v. Deer Horn Mines Limited 
(Cobalt District) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its mine and 
mill in Cobalt District, save and except shift bosses, 
foremen, persons above the rank of shift boss or foreman, 
and office staff." (50 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"There was filed with the Board three 
documents in opposition to the application. 
One of the documents was sent in by an employee 
who appeared at the hearing conducted by the 
Board. The other two documents were sent in 
by another employee who did not appear at the 
hearing. The Board sent to each of these em- 
ployees its usual letter informing them that 
the documents would not be considered unless 
a representative appeared at the hearing who 
would be able to testify or produce a witness 
or witnesses who would be able to testify from 
his or their personal knowledge as to (i) the 
circumstances surrounding the origination of 
the material filed and (ii) the manner in which 
the signatures were obtained. The employee who 
appeared at the hearing met the Board's require- 
ments in connection with the document that he 
sent in to the Board, but had no personal know- 
ledge with respect to the other two documents 
filed. Thus, with respect to the other two 
documents, the Board has no evidence of the 
circumstances surrounding their origination or 
the manner in which the signatures on them were 
obtained. It is true that the employee who 
appeared at the hearing filed an affidavit by a 
persor, stating that he saw the mine employees 
Sign their names on the document submitted by 
the other employee. However, even if the Board 
were to accept this affidavit evidence (and it is 
not the Board's practice to do so) it does not 
meet the Board's requirements with respect to 
origination or manner of circulation. 
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It was pointed out at the hearing that the 
document filed by the employee who appeared at 
the hearing did not have sufficient overlaps 
to affect the membership position of the appli- 
cant, even if it were given full weight." 


20,670-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
647 (Applicant) v. Cunninghams Bakery Limited (Gananoque) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver salesmen and special delivery men in the 
employ of the respondent at Gananoque, save and except super- 
visors, persons above the rank of supervisor, and office 
staff." (9 employees in the unit). 


20,676-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Heintzman and Company, 
Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office staff and persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week." (85 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of the parties 
Shat the stockkeeper and draftsmen are not in- 
cluded in the bargaining unit." 


For the purposes of clarity the Board declares 
that the jig maker is included in the bargaining 
unit. 


20,678-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL-CIO- 
CLC) (Applicant) v. Bentein Bros. Ltd. (Sarnia) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit). 


20,679-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL - 
CLO - CLC) (Applicant) v. Davies Motors Limited (Point 
Edward) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Point Edward, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit). 
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20,681-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL- 
CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. Koehler Motors Limited (Sarnia) 
i eaicerriats 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, and car and truck salesmen." (7 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the parts manager is not included 
in the bargaining unit but that the parts clerk 
is included in the bargaining unit." 


20,682-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL- 
CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. The Lambton Motors Limited (Sarnia) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and car and truck salesmen." (13 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the parts manager, sales manager, 
and service manager are above the rank of fore- 
man and are not included in the bargaining unit 
but that the parts clerks are included in the 
bargaining unit." 


20,683-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL- 
CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. Malcolm Holden Service Stations 
pete Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sarnia, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (7 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the service manager - mechanics 
are included in the bargaining unit but that 
Robert L'Heureux, part-time attendant, is not 
included in the bargaining unit." 


20,684-60: International Association of Machinists (AFL- 
CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. Manley Mott & Sons Service Centre 
(service centre at Sarnia) (Respondent). 
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Unit’ "all employees of the respondent at its service 
centre at Sarnia, save and except office staff." 
(4 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the respondent and his two 
sons are not included in the bargaining unit 
and that the employees at the service station 
are not included in the bargaining unit." 


20,689-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Toronto Abattoirs Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 

engaged as their helpers employed in the boiler room of 

the respondent at Toronto, save and except the chief engineer.’ 
(9 employees in the unit), 


20,691-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 2480 ‘Applicant) v. Melcrete Construction 
Company Limited (on its Stayner District Collegiate Institute 
Project) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Stayner District Collegiate 
Institute Project, save and except non-working foremen, and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(8 employees in the unit). 


20,700-60: Bricklayers Masons and Plasterers. LowalwUALoniNoe. 
20 (Applicant) v. Nick Ryschkow (County of Durham, and in the 
Townships of Whitby, Reach, Brock, Uxbridge and Scott in the 
County of Ontario, and in the Townships of Haldimand, 
Hamilton and Ainwick in the County of Northumberland) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "allbricklayers and their apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent in the County of Durham, and in the Town- 
ships of Whitby, Reach, Brock, Uxbridge and Scott in the 
County of Ontario, and in the Townships of Haldimand, 
Hamilton and Ainwick in the County of Northumberland, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (5 employees in the unit) 


20,703-60: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Laborers’ Union of America Local 1081 (Applicant) v. Dunker 
Construction Limited (Orangeville) (Respondent). 
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Unit: “all construction labourers of the respondent at 
Orangeville, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(9 employees in the unit). 


CERTIFIED SUBSEQUENT TO VOTE 


20,117-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 

Ce earn v. The Metropolitan Toronto Housing Authority 
South Regent Park Project) ee Ep uEEER v. National Union 
of Public Employees, C.L.C. (Intervener) v. International 

Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and their helpers employed 
fn the boiler room of the respondent at its South Regent 
Park Project, save and except the chief operating engineer." 
(5 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the history of bargain- 
ing in this operation, the Board finds that 
all stationary engineers and their helpers 
employed in the boiler room of the respondent 
at its South Regent Park Project, save and 
except the chief operating engineer, consti- 
tute a unit of employees of the respondent 
appropriate for collective bargaining. 


For the purposes of clarity the Board 
notes that the word "helper" shall mean 
"an employee who works fifty per cent of 
his time in the boiler room assisting 
stationary engineers, and which time is re- 
cognized under the provision of The Oper- 
ating Engineers' Act, 1953, as qualifying 
time for a fourth class certificate." 


Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given in The Municipality 
of Metropolitan Toronto Case, I dissent. I would 
have dismissed the application of the applicant." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener (1) 0 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener (2) 0 
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20,199-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Lord Simcoe Hotel (Toronto) (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Toronto." (5 employees in the unit). 
Number of names on 
eligibility list 5 
Number of ballots cast 5 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 

Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 


20,406-60: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers (Applicant) v. Wells Transport Limited (Dunnville) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Dunnville, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office and sales staff." (8 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 8 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 5 


20,512-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Applicant) v. Imperial Tobacco Company (Ontario) Limited 
Guelph plant) (Respondent} v. Tobacco Workers International 

Union, Local 323 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers employed in the power house of 
the respondent at its Guelph plant, save and except the 
chief engineer." (8 employees in the unit), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties that the stationary engineers operate 
the air compressors, refrigeration compressors, 
and air conditioning equipment." 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 0 


20,629-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Lewis Brothers Hardware 
Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office staff and territorial salesmen." 

(34 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 30 
Number of ballots cast 29 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 28 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 1 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED DURING NOVEMBER 1960 
No Vote Conducted 


53-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. Corporation of the Town of Gravenhurst 
epaacecne (5 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent is a 
municipality as defined in the Department of 
Municipal Affairs Act and that it has declared 
under section 78 of The Labour Relations Act 
that that Act shall not apply to it in its 
relations with its employees or any of them. 
In view of the action of the respondent in 
making such a declaration, the Board has no 
jurisdiction to process this application 
further and the proceeding is accordingly 
terminated," 
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73-60-R: Canadian Transportation Workers! Union No. 162 
N.C.C.L. (Applicant) v. Spicknell Transport Ltd. (London) 
(Respondent) v. Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers, Local Union 880 (Intervener). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the fact that the 
applicant has not filed forms 8 and 9 
even up to the date of the hearing and 
also to the fact that it was admitted by 
the applicant that these forms had not 
been mailed to the Board, this appli- 
cation is dismissed." 


131-60-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
Applicant) v. Universal Cooler Company Limited (Barrie) 
Respondent). (110 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given orally at the 
hearing this application is dismissed." 


19,243-60: Lumber & Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. W.B. Plaunt and Son Limited (Mill and woods 
operations on the limits of the K.V.P. Company operations 
in the Sauble River area in the District of Sudbury) 
(Respondent). 


20,126-60: International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 

Labourers! Union of America, Local 527 (A.F.L.-C.1.0.) 
Orc. Applicant) v. Laurentian Concrete Forms Ltd. 
Ottawa) (Respondent). (54 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On September 27, 1960, the Board conducted 
a hearing for the purpose of investigating alle- 
gations of non-payment of initiation fees by two 
employees for whom the applicant submitted appli- 
cation cards and receipts purporting to evidence 
payment of such fees. Having regard to the evi- 
dence adduced at the hearing and in accordance — 
with its practices in such cases, the Board is 
not prepared to give weight to any of the evidence 
of membership submitted by the applicant. This 
application is therefore dismissed." 
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20,458-60: United Steelworkers of America eee aes 
E.d. Wright Utilities Limited (Strathroy) (Respondent 
(5 employees). 


20,661-60: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
APE: CTO:CLC (Applicant ) v. J. Logan Kerr (Timmins) 
(Respondent). (5 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave of the Board to withdraw its appli- 
cation herein, the Board, following its 
usual practice in such cases, dismisses 
the application. The attention of the: #3. 
parties if directed to the Hydro Electric 


Commission of Hamilton Case Canadian Labour 
Law Reporter 16120, CLS 76-617." 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION DISMISSED SUBSEQUENT TO VOTE 


20,292-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant ) v. Poslun Bros. (Toronto) (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers in the employ of the respondent 
at the Superior Building, 110 Spadina Avenue, Toronto." 
(2 employees). 





Number of names on 

eligibility list 2 
Number ofballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ¥ 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING NOVEMBER 1960 


16-60-R: International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 756 (Applicant) v. 
Pentagon Construction Company Limited (new Brockville 
Chemical Plant, Township of Augusta) (Respondent). 

(12 employees). 


91-60-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers SU esta v. Cronkwright Transport Limited hears 
depot) (Respondent (26 employees). 
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20,303-60: United Textile Workers of America, Local 354 


Applicant) v. Silknit Limited (Hespeler) (Respondent). 
a employees). 


20,696-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Linread Canada Limited (Guelph plant) (Respondent) (8 employees). 


20,702-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and 
General Workers (Applicant) v. Drummond Transit Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). (6 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING NOVEMBER 1960 


56-60-R: The Employees' Organization (Canadian) John Heney 

& Son Ltd. (Applicant) v. Retail, Wholesale and Department 
Store Union, AFL:CIO:CLC (Respondent) v. John Heney & Son Ltd. 
(Intervener), (Withdrawn) (30 employees). 


(Re: John Heney & Son Ltd., 
Ottawa ) 


134-60-R: Harold Hoffman and Charles Miller carrying on 
business under the firm name and style of Humber Public House 
(Township of Etobicoke) (Applicant) v. Local 280 of the Hotel 
& Restaurant Employees' & Bartenders! International Union 
(Respondent) (Granted) (4 employees). 


(Re: Humber Public House 
Township of Etobicoke) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On the basis of the evidence adduced at the 
hearing and having regard to the representations 
of the parties, the Board declares that the res- 
pondent trade union no longer represents the 
employees in the bargaining unit." 


160-60-R: The Employees of Rosedale Plastics Intern., 
(Applicant) v. Local 561 United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and 
Rosedale Plastic Workers of America (Respondent) (Withdrawn) 
(45 employees). | 


(Re: Rosedale Plastics International Limited 
Lindsay) 


20,438-60: Harvey Gavin (Applicant) v. International Wood- 
workers of America (Respondent) v. Birchland Veneer Limited 
(Intervener). (Dismissed) (22 employees). 
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(Re: Birchland Veneer Limited, 
Thessalon, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Por the reasons given in writing 
this application is dismissed," 


20,535-60: Haig Printing and Office Supplies Limited, 
tearing v. International Brotherhood of Bookbinders 
Respondent). (20 employees). 


(Re: Haig Printing and Office Supplies Limited 
Scarborough) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"In this case the respondent union was certified 
on April 6, 1960 for all plant employees of the 
applicant company with certain exceptions not here 
material. The union gave notice to bargain on 
April 18. ‘The company did not reply to this notice, 
the explanation given being that the manager was 
away. On May 20th, the union applied for concili- 
ation services. Following this date, the manager 
returned and meetings were arranged for May 30 and 
June 3. No bargaining took place at these meetings, 
because on the first occasion the union appeared 
without a bargaining committee consisting of em- 
ployees of the company, and on the second occasion 
the union failed to appear. On May 31, the company 
filed its reply to the application for conciliation 
services and subsequently the Board directed the 
parties to meet and bargain in good faith and re- 
port back to the Board. A meeting was called for 
July 14, and again the union turned up without a 
bargaining committee consisting of employees and 
so no bargaining took place. The application for 
conciliation services was subsequently listed for 
hearing on August 2. Some days prior to the actual 
hearing, the union informed the Board that at the 
hearing it would seek relief under section 12, sub- 
section 3 of The Labour Relations Act. Following 
the hearing, the Board adjourned the case sine die, 
the unionbeing given the opportunity to meet with 
a properly constituted bargaining committee or, in 
the alternative, making another application under 
section 12, sub-section 3. After the meeting of 
July 14 the union made no further attempt to set 
up another meeting and, in addition, after August 
end, made no further application under section 12, 
subsection 3. 
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On September 16, the company filed the 
present application for termination of bargain- 
ing rights under section 43 of The Labour 
Relations Act. The union filed a reply and 
appeared at the hearing. The union took the 
position that it would agree to a represent- 
ation vote, although it was opposed to out- 
right termination as requested by the company. 


In all of the circumstances of this case we 
are of opinion that a representation vote 
should be directed." 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 15 
Number of ballots cast 14 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of the Respondent O 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to the Respondent 14 


20,595-60: Employees of Pearson & Justice Limited (Dryden) 
(Applicant) v. The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 


Joiners of America, Local Union 1669 (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn) (7 employees). 


(Re: Pearson & Justice Limited, 
Dryden, Ontario) 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION CONCERNING SUCCESSOR TRADE UNION 
DISPOSED OF DURING NOVEMBER 1960 
20,577-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. Corporation of the City of St. Catharines 
Respondent). (Granted). 
The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 
"The Board finds that the applicant is, 
by reason of a transfer of jurisdiction, 


the successor to the United Steelworkers of 
America." 


20,578-60: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. Corporation of the Township of Grantham 
Roads and Bridges Department) (Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 
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"The Board finds that the applicant is, 
by reasons of a transfer of jurisdiction, the 
successor to the United Steelworkers of America." 


APPLICATION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 68 DISPOSED .OF 
DURING NOVEMBER 1960 


20, 313-60: The Beaver Wood Fibre Co. Ltd. (Thorold) 
(Applicant) v. International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite 
and Paper Mill Workers and its Affiliated Local 584 
(Respondent). (Dismissed). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED OF 
DURING NOVEMBER 1960 


23-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway Project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. International Hod Carriers & Common 
Labourers Union of America A,F. of L. C.1.0. Local Union 183 
(Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons to be given in writing the 
Board finds that a strike within the meaning of 
The Labour Relations Act occurred on October 26, 
1960 at the applicant's project on the East-West 
Subway in Toronto (Contract U3) and that the 
respondent called and authorized the said strike. 
The Board declares that the said strike is 
unlawful." 


Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"T dissent. I would not have issued a 
declaration in this case," 


29-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Dominic Silvio, Natale Parise, Edward Goutin 
and Nichele Campoli (Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For reasons to be given in writing in 
McNamara - Raymond and The International Hod 
Carriers! and Common Labourers! Union of 
America, Local Union 183, the Board declares 
that the action of the respondents in refusing 
to work on the applicant's project on the East- 
West Subway at Toronto (Contract y3 ) on October 
26, 1960, constituted a strike within the mean- 
ing of The Labour Relations Act and that the 
said strike was unlawful." 
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Board Member G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would not have issued 
a declaration in this case." 


98-60-U: Creswell-Pomeroy Limited (Bell Telephone Company 
of Canada, new toll and office building project, 50 

Eglinton East, Toronto) (Applicant) v. Toronto and District 
Council of Carpenters and Millmen - United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


185-60-U: A Group of Electrical Contractors in the area of 
the Counties of Waterloo, Perth and Wellington, Ontario 
(Applicant) v. The International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers Local 804 (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
NOVEMBER 1960 


12-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazé Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Russell McDonald (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


13-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons 
International Association of United States and Canada Local 
598 (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


20-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Sante Diero (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


21-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Reno Ortolan (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


22-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Luigi Sintello) (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


24-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. N. Chomyshyn (Respondent). (Granted). 


25-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. International Hod Carriers & Common 
Labourers Union of America A.F. of L. C.I.0. Local 183 
(Respondent). (Granted). 


30-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. Dominic Silvio (Respondent). 
(Granted). 
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31-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. Nichele Campoli (Respondent). 
(Granted). 


32-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. Edward Goutin (Respondent). 
(Granted). 


33-60-U: McNamara-Raymond (East West Subway project, 
Toronto) (Applicant) v. Natale Parise (Respondent). 
(Granted). 


99-60-U: Creswell-Pomeroy Limited (Bell Telephone Company 
of Canada new toll and office building project, 50 
Eglinton Avenue East, Toronto) (Applicant) v. Toronto and 
District Council of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


103-60-U: Creswell-Pomeroy Limited (Bell Telephone Company 
of Canada, new toll and office building project, 50 
Eglinton Avenue East, Toronto) (Applicant) v. Albert Emery 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


154-60-U: The Journeymen Stone Cutters Association of 
North America, Toronto, Local No. 1 (Applicant) v. Arthur 
Hibberd Cut Stone Limited, Toronto; The Cut Stone 
Contractors! Section of the Toronto Builders! Exchange, 
Toronto and District; Ritchie Cut Stone Company Limited, 
New Toronto, Ontario (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 57 DISPOSED OF DURING .-. 





NOVEMBER 1960 


14-60-U: Teamsters Joint Council Number 52 (Complainant) v. 
M. Loeb Limited (Respondent) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On considering the statements obtained 
by the Field officer, Mr. J.M, Flannery, in 
the course of his enquiry into the complaint 
in this matter, including the statements of 
the aggrieved persons as well as those of 
other persons interviewed, we are of opinion 
that no further enquiry by the Board into 
the complaint should be made." 


93-60-U: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America (Complainant)v. The Ellis-Don Limited (London). 


(Respondent ). 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS 


19,985-60: Local 280, of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees! 
& Bartenders! International Union (Applicant) v. Zantav 
Company Limited (Zanzibar Tavern, Toronto) (Respondent). 
(Granted June, 1960). 


On November 16th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the 
Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the practice of the 
Board with respect to the description of the 
bargaining units of this nature in the Toronto 
area and the evidence in this case, the Board 
does not consider it advisable to amend the 
description of the bargaining unit as described 
in its decision of June 28, 1960." 


19,986-60: Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees'! 
& Bartenders! International Union (Applicant) v. Bermuda 
Tavern (Toronto) (Respondent). (Granted June, 1960). 


On November 16th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the 
Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the practice of the 
Board with respect to the description of 
bargaining units of this nature in the 
Toronto area and the evidence in this case, 
the Board does not consider it advisable to 
amend the description of the bargaining unit 
as described in its decision of June 28th, 
S000. 


20,116-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
pean) v. Industrial Steam Limited (Ajax plant) 
Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Intervener). (Applicant certified, October, 1960) 


On November 17th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The grounds upon which the intervener 
bases its request that the Board review its 
decision of October 3, 1960, in this matter 
were fully argued before the Board on the 
hearing of this application and were fully 
considered by the Board in arriving at: its 
decision. The Board does not find therein 
any ground for altering its decision of 
October 3, 1960. aoaty 


wee ee wes ws 


aN “i " “ey wi 


ay an 7. i a ny vere byes i hi i 
coer , st " ies 0 " re « 


a) ih : 
tad 4 $a And SAE! | vi 
ray vain vi | sks i i ‘ih if sf y 
, Na tae e py : me es me vies 2 i uM ye “a “i 
renew da af | 2) eles 
-(anehacteal sae | 
oa aL 


aah Aa 



















4 he be i “eC re ,) 
— vhs i) ie Kt a 7+ or 2 ; pS a aed Ae Be b ad r < 
a Mm den 


oo aa “7 on a aA re ae oc 


pat Safer aa on 


re 
wees teal ne 
ro i a fe 


on 






eas 15 paren 

eid) ‘to aotsqtwce: 
odie? oF ak cg 
‘pret eta) (eeed a wahctd’ ef rar ‘ 

ond beena) od atdaetvbe. rg sis 
bediqtvash: as, day gaty to 


mr oeet oy ae Ons, KO hrs eth ¢ , 


if 

tiednpeit mad gnemsotion Leto orld” ‘e' OBS Leord 
BOUT: AV Sede AoLn “Lea Ls 

, (OBe! 4 J b otra), ets Inebrogesd 


eld? bestobas weddwt beurail odd Rina OL. caceanecal 7 
LiLo? ee bhi 


ais) ‘ke: po lvoetg arid er: een ynevse? Yi i ae 
to aGkgqkeowal add ot doeqess ddtw breed” 
ade ot eraitam alc 2 eviee yaetonbey rod!’ ue 
.ongo gidd af eonebhve’ od) baw Bere Ctnoteh) 7 7 
ot ofdeutvas #2 4ebiancd stom! Asoh bte08 eid) 
o dine galntagied att to, nettqtroses ef? hoems | 
ICs sANL. te aoteLoeb aot a8 eeoneat es 





are pnt a iil ehapeey to nek vcalhishaial oar ~OLL, 

(nel xslA) decid maste Sebeteusal’ ow (SHaeE q 
wrpen tnd grt hpey: oat ic rola (Lsaetvensegal .v 4 browaef) 
(URL indo 00. -ybel tides. diottgqd) .(eenevtetar) Oey Leoml 


hice Sth Byenobne stadt t bYsett eche aie Rica ‘sodmavon ad | 
 gaweflol sa | 


ysheveodint off’ bane HOST abesro edit" 
ast weives bugod ead dads deoupe? all woded 
witon erie at Over {e sedadoo | | 
oid my Btaog ett exo'ted 
Vkiod stow bias noiteotiags « 
sdl- de gutvissa ah piace sdd 
ateteid batt ton aeod brace 
lo noketood att gabredts 


mC 


With respect to the third 
ground relied on by the intervener, namely, 
that "evidence of membership in Local 796 is 
evident by check-off submitted April 29th, 
1960, from the C.M.H.A.", it should be pointed 
out that the evidence of membership submitted 
by the intervener in support of its application 
for certification did not contain the signatures 
of any of the persons whom the intervener 
claimed as members, but consisted exclusively of 
photostatic copies of union ledger records, 
The request of the intervener is denied." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS 


19,885-60: International Brotherhood of Bookbinders 


Applicant) v. Haig Printing & Office Supplies Limited 
Scarborough) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Since the Board has granted a declaration 
terminating the bargaining rights of the appli- 
cant in this matter this proceeding is terminated." 


20,203-60: International Union of Operating Engineers Local 
796 (Applicant) v. Municipality of Metropolitan (Metropolitan 
Corporation) (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant herein having ceased to 
represent the employees affected by this 
application, it is not necessary to process 
the application further and this proceeding 
is therefore terminated." 
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STATISTICAL TABLES 
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TABLE Ls 
APPLICATIONS FILED WITH THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 





Number of Applications Filed 
Type of Application December lst 9 months of fiscal year 
'60 0-61 59-60 





fo) Certification Lg 544 602 


II Declaration Terminating 











Bargaining Rights 3 36 59 
Sit. Declaration of Successor 
Status - * if 
IV. Conciliation Services 61 773 913 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 2 7 6 
wi. Consent to Barly 
Termination of Agreement - - - 
VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 2] aa el 
TII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - pe ue 
IX. Consent to Prosecute 5 76 70 
X Miscellaneous = 2 - 
aL. Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employ- } ; 
ment (Section 65 O 17 = 
TOTAL 31 1483 1538 
TABLY Ey 


HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Sy ee aa wre pa «TA Tsp PTR NTU RET ARSE REMUS TS 
December lst 9 months of fiscal year 
'60 60-61 59-60 
(HER a ea Ge oe aatae berate nc G2 OE oe ile ESE a ta tones oR RO RR ted oie ea A eS a eee eA 
Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 61 652 897 
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TABLE III 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
MAJOR TYPES 





Number of applications disposed of 


cnc aTE pi aa CAT — Ru oR Bir RR SR — Ga“ 





Type of Application eS ist 9 months of fiscal year 
i, 60-61 59-60 
oyowcertification (és) 593 592 
II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining, Rights 6 NY 61 
Ill. Declaration of Successor 
IV. Conciliation Services 69 769 939 
V. Determination under 
Section 68 of Act 1 7 7 
VI. Consent to Barly 
Termination of Agreement ~ 1 ~ 
VIL Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 4 26 eu 
VIII Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - ut dy 
IX. Consent to Prosecute na 78 82 
x. Miscellaneous - 1 1 
XI. Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in: Employ- 
ment (Section 65) 406 8 2 
TOTAL Lie 253% kif 





| *This does not include cases in which the question of 
successor status arises as a collateral issue. 












Ln ‘eh, : a 

ee Z we al 

fi ‘x, a rn! i 
Vey a 


” cat 8 
Gh geee 


a me bai f bi 


Ait i 























ip i] 
he ; ' 
Ww 





ns 4 ca RET. - “ 
pb: eee SB sieeieth aan ee 18 4. 
S25 PAbe Ds 38 Bag nOM, S Ww 





a= A 
De cee . free 7 ee ——- aie 
Kew eee ite Para ee Fee 
a | 
“gatvanton mobs . Lae 
1a iy a wag la Sinead 
Tem Paes 40 bed Reena 
ei ~ 7 3 ou udages a 7 
VEC oAy us, . sensiveise Mining 
ey 1) CO 
qubau ooxtanterredad, bs 
Y y ; | tol “to Gd meiitoak, eh 
ih) ulyea od tnsenod i 4 
[ - Trudie tal “TC cro Lge hme 
tard 0. Hane kaetl! 
BS os Lutwaliyy ant IG ur 
| Jats Hold umm heen 
i if - f )) Extwatat, tgodeod 
an ah sv a eduboaord ow ae: 
c f pit tucors Ligament Hy. 


in ay 6 nko bona) 
worqml im erie oust : 
ee fast 309d } Ieper i 


cl 
Vive Vict ; ‘eam ; nt dATOn: 
49 Mohlecup amy Perr nt _ ae ey rem asohe 
oubet Lanetatton a, Kon nd msdade me 








eee a oe 





Palit eat 
TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 





No. Appl/ns Disposed of *imployees 


Disposition ec ist O mos. figcal yr Dec. lst 9 tos flecal yr 


TE GuiO<OL | sae ti JE | Otley Taint Rr iyhierejy yt 





=, Certification 


























Certified 
CLE Ay 330 3/40 1203 4 iesoy 7839 
Other eo. 89 58 7O7 22h) 1088 

Total 66 419 398 2010". 11632 8927 

Dismissed 
Cie iy 86 100 202.  W3336 6409 
Other ma 30 eg a2 10e4 1345 

Total 8 116 129 HUG 42362 7754 

Withdrawn 
IF 6: 1 Lu7 50 10 868 819 
Other Mie Bae 15 else 141 286 

Total ZX 58 65 10 1009 1105 

TOTAL: ie 593 592 2465 17002 17786 





*These figures refer to the number of: employees directly affected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with the 
Board Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 


sua 
io 
iy a) iy 
i -) a 4 ¥ ; ; . 
i JVney 







| a Shes: mapa 
CAOS. cAI wr 
“ert | ea Gee 


al Ler, SOL! | 
5 4) 2 ~ - r ii cn ‘ a" « rot j 


Teoe SealL OLos Cue ne 


G1 Se 0 aay 
ur f LO! S OS 
ad oO me a oBeymvee 

¥ So! + cit} esi 

ere Got or HF 

as ial . aA! 

nahn ba — orem Stet : 
Por! OOOL . Of ed 

i 
ARTEL LOOTL FOS 
ereste "se temas 0 there 





ETD VLA OPED BES YOLGME, 20. Se | 
s$inw wniolaseed ony ae assyol ne: Be Dahider ony, 0 bons 

wit daiw BoLRL evew olden. aiiaes Set Bitten hqge ets. om 
ome ctwentnsiw tis eh sm A i ad sda 












- 306 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 














No. Appl'ns Disposed of *Employees 
Disposition Deo, L660 VY MNOSemuscaL Vilw vecd.l6G GMOs. Tiscal yr 
Tag. 0 od bl am eo-eon.) TOO) au : 
Iil.Termination 
Bargaining Rights 
Terminated 

CLC 5 20 Ess 116 HUG vies) 

Other _- 4 4 ely Mie ie) 

Total 5 2H 29 116) | S67 820 
Dismissed 

CLO nt it cae 60 417 738 

Other pe otk 2 Use Kia’ é 11 

Total a! 12 29 60 434 749 
Withdrawn 

CLC - 7. 2 - 462 104 

Other ter oe ke Rank AG: 104 

Total - 8 3 ~ 475 208 

TOTAL: ys Au spl Lior 40 LTT 

Termination ~~ Pi aH 
Applications 


Disposed of 


‘These figures refer to the number of employees directly afrected, 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications were filed with the Board. Totals 
for termination applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate 
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- 307 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


Number of Apol'ns Disposed of 
Disposition December lst 9 months of fiscal year 
"60 60-61 59-60 


i i a Successor Status 


Granted - ff i 
Dismissed ~ uf - 
Withdrawn ac yee ited 
Total _- _9 wes 
iv. Conciliation Services: » 
Referred 
CLC 48 561 ai 
Other 16 160 134 
TOtaL 644 Tee 849 
Dismissed 
CLC ib ure AS 
Other - 4 fic 
Total 1 15 36 
Withdrawn 
Cit i. 18 Bi 
Other hie! > ae) 
Tota. 4 a) 54 
cies &9 769 93 
Conciliation ar Tasers 
Applications 


Disposed or 





*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 


claiming successor status. 
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- 308- APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued ) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 
Disposition December 1st 9 months of fiscal year 
60-61 59-60 


V. Determination under 
pection 
Granted _ 
Dismissed ~ 
Withdrawn 


Total: 


la le mo 
In le & wm 


le |e 


VI. Consent to Early 
Termination or 
Agreement 








Granted i a3 i 
Dismissed os a ie 
Withdrawn ~ 


Total: 


he I, 
i 
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VII. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawrul 





Granted - by 2 
Dismissed - 1 
Withdrawn 


Total: 
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- 309-APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY BOARD 
(continued) 


Number of Appl'ns Disposed of 


a a ne A Rr Nt a 


Disposition December 1st 9 months of fiscal year 
O O- 59-600 


VIII. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 
Granted 1 1 
Dismissed - = a 
Withdrawn - 


Total: - me 


| 


Ia, 6 6Gonsent, vo 
Prosecute 


Granted = 20 
Dismissed ~- 
Withdrawn 


Total: 


he we 
a fe 


XxX. Miscellaneous* 


5 
a) 
I 


Granted 


Dismissed 


t 
t 
pest 


Withdrawn 


le I, 


Total - ap) 


¥See Case Listings for details 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Disposition December Ist 9 months of fiscal year 
™60 O-ol 59-60 





(1) 
Certification After Vote 


Ballot Choice 


Yes-No 2 23 ay 
Choice between 2 
Unions 1G 31 26 
Other ~ ¥. S 
LOVas-Vervl .ed 19 55 42 


Dismissed After Vote 
Ballot Choice 
Yes-No i 46 47 


Choice between 2 
Unions i 9 tes) 


Other - - Ps 
Total Dismissed 5 55 62 
GRAND TOTAL: 24 TO) 105 


GCareifrication Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 
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TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Aen st ee 


Number of Votes 
Disposition December lst 9 months of fiscal year 
™60 O-61 59-60 


Respondent Union Successful* 


CLC - 2 
Other - is - 
Total ~ 5 4 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful 
CLC 2 8 a 
Other ~ 3 4 
Total 2 vig) eal 


GRAND TOTAL: 
Termination Appl'ns 
Disposed of after vote 


16 25 


[Ino 
| 


*In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the appli- 
cant is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent 
union is thus the respondent 
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PART TWO 


CASE LISTINGS 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING DECEMBER 1960 


Bargaining Agents Certified During December 
No Vote Conducted 


47-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union #1450 (Applicant) v. Charles Huffman 
Ltd. (Peterborough) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Peterborough, 

save and except non-working foremen and persons above the 
rank of non-working foreman." (11 employees in the unit) 


49-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. Recreation Committee of the Corporation of 
the City of Sault Ste. Marie (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Sault Ste. 
Marie, save and except superintendents and persons above 
the rank of superintendent." (5 employees in the unit). 


65-60-R: International Chemical Workers, Union, A.F. of 
Tr. C.1.0. C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Lakeland Natural Gas 
Limited (Province of Ontario) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its service 
area, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office and sales staff." 

(17 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
notes that the service area comprises the 
area shown in the map filed with the Board 
and on file with the Board." 


74-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 

Applicant) v. Drummond Transit Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff, and persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week." (8 employees in the unit). 
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81-60-R: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers (AFL-CIO, CLC) (Applicant) v. Line and 
Cable Accessories Limited (Newmarket plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in 
Newmarket, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff." (69 employees in the unit). 


104-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehouse- 
men and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant ) ve. Abbott 

torage Company (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff and persons regularly employed for 
not more than twenty-four hours per week," 

(7 employees in the unit). 


121-60-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880 affiliated with International Brother- 
hood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of 
America (Applicant) v. Clifford Taylor Farm Produce 
(Ridgetown) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ridgetown, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (5 employees in the unit). 


140-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 


Applicant) v. The Corporation of the Town of Espanola 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent save and except 
the public works superintendent, persons above the rank of 
public works superintendent, office staff, and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week.” 
(11 employees in the unit). 


155-60-R: United Packinghouse, Food and Allied Workers 
(Applzcant) v. J. B. Jackson Limited (Simcoe) (Respondent). 


Unit #1: "all employees of the respondent at its Wholesale 
Grocery Division, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, office and sales staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period." 

(46 employees in the unit). 
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The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that truck drivers are included 
in this bargaining unit." 


159-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Mars Store Fixtures (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office and sales staff." (6 employees in the unit). 


163-60-R: National Union of Public Employees (C.L.C.) 


eee. v. The Simcoe District High School Board 
Simcoe) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all caretakers in the employ of the respondent at 
Simcoe, save and except head caretaker and persons above 
the rank of head caretaker." (7 employees in the unit). 


170-60-R: United Packinghouge, Food and Allied Workers 
Aes CORO, = "Celpty (ADO). cang) 1 Wy. LOnONLO Aba GhoOLY 
Ltd. (2 Tecumseth St., Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff, stationary engineers and persons 
primarily engaged as their helpers in the boiler room of 
the respondent and chief engineer." 

(67 employees in the unit). 


179-60-R: International Brotherhood of Bookbinders Local 
#28 (Applicant) v. Gaylord Printing Company Limited 
(Bindery Dept., Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all journeymen and journeywomen bookbinders and 
their apprentices in the employ of the respondent at 
Toronto, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(6 employees in the unit). 


186-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 793 (Applicant) v. The Carter Construction Company 
Limited (Moosonee) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Moosonee, 
engaged in the operation of shovels, bulldozers and 
Similar equipment, and persons primarily engaged in the 
repair and maintenance of such equipment, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (13 employees in the unit). 
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189-60-R: United Packinghouse, Food and Allied Workers 
AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Metropolitan Meat Packers Ltd. 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, office and sales staff, and buying staff." 

(24 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"In the light of the evidence presented, 
the Board finds that no weight can be given 
to the petition filed with the Board in 
opposition to the application and containing 
the signatures of certain employees of the 
respondent." 


190-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. L. Zuccarini Company 
(Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Ottawa, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (2 employees in the unit). 


193-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America, Local 990 (Applicant) v. 
The Carter Construction Company Limited (at its. .R. c. A. F. 
Station Project at Moosonee) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all truck drivers, warehousemen and farm tractor 
drivers in the employ of the respondent at its R. Cc. A. F. 
Station Project at Moosonee, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(7 employees in the unit). 


197-60-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Laborers' Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. The 
Carter Construction Company Limited (R.C.A.F. Station 
Project, Moosonee) (Respondent). ! 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at its R.C.A.F. Station Project at Moosonee, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (38 employees in the unit). 


199-60-R: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum & Plastic Workers 
of America, AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Plastomer Limited 
(Barrie) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Barrie save and except foremen and foreladies, persons above 
the rank of foreman or forelady, and office and sales staff," 
(41 employees in the unit). 





200-60-R: Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders! 
International Union, Restaurant, Cafeteria & Tavern Employees 
Union, Local 254 (Applicant) v. Food Service Management Ltd. 
(De Haviland Aircraft of Canada Ltd., Plant, at Downsview) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the De Havilland 
Aircraft of Canada Litd., Plant, at Downsview, save and 
excepS supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
head chef and office staff," (19 employees in the unit). 


216-60-2: Office Employes International Union Local 343 


ee, v. Toronto Typographical Union No. 91 (Toronto) 
Respondent). 


Unit: “all office employees of the respondent at 91 Yonge 
Street, Toronto." (3 employees in the unit). 





(Unit agreed to by the parties). 


220-60-R: Kingston Heating and Maintenance Workers! Union, 
Local 229, Canadian Labour Congress (Applicant) v. Queen's 
University ‘Women's Residences, Kingston) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its women's 
residences at Kingston, save and except supervisors, persons 
above the rank of supervisor, office employees, persons .- 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
persons bound by a subsisting collective agreement between 
the applicant and the respondent." 

(49 employees in the unit). 





234-60-R: Local 197, Hamilton, Ont. Hotel & Restaurant 
Employees and Bartenders Int. Union -- A.F.L. -- C.1.0. 
(Applicant) v. Robert D. Colbran and Mrs. Jean Gray 
carrying on business in the name and style of New Dynes 
Tavern ae Dynes Tavern at Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all waiters and tapmen employed in the beverage 
rooms of the respondent at New Dynes Tavern at Hamilton, 
save and except assistant manager, persons above the rank 
of assistant manager, and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." 

(3 employees in the unit). 










vee 


tidy ; : yi ih 















7 ‘ashes My 

rae ‘ano’ Gn) Rae 
ae SRB: “1 fetes at at ie Cro ae . 
Wohi 


ho ih 


ie ae yen r uy nile: | mney: 

as sbnetiad ad asoyo dq a ett pe 

Kooyolont avevat 2 Ree ge fen ey: ait Mi snes: de 
| ae LBS ab 
ak A i ‘ ao cs 


| Ah avi 
‘ae a a nnn Pea fa Ltiets 4 Uy) Nine 
al Vane tie hohe eA Oi 
; Yai, Aaah ¥ a 9 Pa hej is ; 
\ si “i ns et ve A , Ma ia alr yi j ; Hs 
; ry any ape aye ‘ae © ay ee Py es iv 
L: aipek ¥ lh » Led ib : Nall ? > % 4 - al ih } 
> Pe : > Ging eee fel ’ ae ays stipe 


"-Siade eehas fine t) 






> 3 













Ly 


cba Iromey Ha wee Dooley ee SB rues 
(welvariwotl on anna Satins iba 

: ui i ii i 

basi tive st ef? de taebrocaedt ay ts Hoeesis 

bas. oveg, wetvenwod ¢8  .emett iy vt 

snelvesqua to het, ot pe ods. She Og, ga crore que 489%) 

i (iia et) at eeoyiicune 57) are bot tay ious tad ob sa 


Pe Hood dota [anc tivaaved ar en bone ty | 
ednoneT) £0 Yen oh AU Cao iaqeragy, alia oN, Carat 




























4 


es uid sa 


egioy [2 v8 Pashia yao" edd Ie esoyaleme 692015 fs" - 
w(tiow sit nt aseyolgneye)) ".edactet ee Pini 
Captdeug gait xd og booms sta) 


,folal) 'erediew ooneadeitam fas grit? bet sasagyntY 1h-00-08 sh 
a eeuO .v (tmoliqqh), aee%mnas), modal Aslibane: .vS | 
.(iaabnogsel) (netegnht ,esatebhastl 2 'nagow, iteaeviag | rh 
| PAE : y : 
wWoadt te dadbooqaen ed to eeoyolduna Ife" Sd BA, 
BOS tah pee ty rs Jaeaxe bing ovsa ,AOeAaEN Fe a9 onab 
ane a"taq , Coney OL qeee Gul tio ,toekwrequa lo vaat edd eyodsy, | 
bas xAgow Saq avon #S gad? oom Jon ap? beyolqne yteelug - 
noewsad Idenserga vig atts 29 aattatadus) a'yd Loved Angas wd 
tnsbnoyess 2dd bas tapoliggs ae 


« ( oLruy eck vith: avoxe kama i) | 


wus TUAW fadow ‘ito _ OTL Loehl "¢ jae Leaod): she 4 

6 ee wm Habe ty A nm poland, .tal azebaetsed bue ad 

Vet) he BoM D8, ABI Lod oJ J2edeon =¥ (anso. 

ssi wat to olgdn ba smn sdf ak amenkeud As. nly 

Pai: | sabeuietaeei (mod Liman 38 nets iinet wer) 

oe Ak “ 

egaiteved and ot bayokiihe ier a2 an iat ae 

oll ined Vs mrave? werd wet Se geebroasn: >. 

isa aid evods BHOOIOY, THAME Mabe , Bi aeons bn it 
so} hoyoigne Yylusluger eri nit th 





a 
a8) | 
My 





- 317 - 


249-60-R: O11, Chemical and Atomic Workers International 
Ynion (Applicant) v. Canadian Petrofina Ltd. (at its Pipeline 
Terminal at Downsview in the Township of North York) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Pipeline 
Terminal at Downsview in the Township of North York, save 
and except assistant superintendents, persons above the rank 
of assistant superintendent, office staff and students hired 
for the school vacation period." 

(13 employees in the unit). 


250-60-R: Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International 
Union (Applicant) v. Mastex Industries (Brampton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brampton, save 

and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff and technical and engineering staff." 

(104 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes that the phrase 'technical 
and engineering staff! does not exclude 
maintenance employees or quality control checkers 
from the bargaining unit.” 


251-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local #2486 (Applicant) v. Hill-Clark-Francis, 
Limited (on its Monteith Industrial Farm Project at Monteith) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent on its Monteith Industrial Farm 
Project at Monteith, save and except non-working foremen, 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(10 employees in the unit). 


252-60-R: office Employes International Union, Local 343 


Applicant) v. Auto Workers (Oshawa) Credit Union Limited 
Oshawa) (Respondent). | 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Oshawa, save and 
except manager and persons above the rank of manager." 
(4 employees in the unit)., 


266-60-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 
affiliated with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) 
v. Moira-Schuster Limited (Belleville) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Belleville, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(18 employees in the unit). 


275-60-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
V. Roti Wood and Metal Products Company Limited (Fergus) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Fergus, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week." (13 employees in the unit). 





280-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union 
AFL:CIO:CLC (Applicant) v. Mutual Dairies Limited (Ottawa) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons bound by a subsisting collective agreement 
between the applicant and the respondent," 

(2 employees in the unit). 





281-60-R: International Chemical Workers Union AFL-CIO-CLC 
Cree GeNe v. General Latex & Chemicals (Canada) Limited 
at its Eastern Avenue East plant at Brampton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Eastern 
Avenue East plant at Brampton, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 
(10 employees in the unit), 





285-60-R: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America, AFL CIO (Applicant) v. Wickett & Craig 
Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen and supervisors, persons above the rank of 
foreman and supervisor, chief engineer, consulting chemists, 
chemists, nurse, guards and office and sales staff." 

(67 employees in the unit). 


19,871-60: Bakery and Confectionery Workers! International 
Union of America, Local 264 (Applicant) v. Inter City 
Baking Company Limited (Eastern Avenue, Toronto, Plant of 
its Browns! Bread Division) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the Eastern 
Avenue, Toronto, Plant of its Browns! Bread Division, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office staff, security guards, driver 
salesmen, transport drivers, special delivery employees, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week and students hired for the school vacation period." 
(198 employees in the unit). 





In a vote taken in this matter under the 
Board's direction, 179 persons were eligibile to 
vote; ballots were cast by 32 persons. The 
applicant filed objections to the vote and after 
a hearing on the objections the Board endorsed 
the Record as follows: 


"On the uncontradicted testimony of the 
witnesses called by the applicant, we find that 
employees of the respondent were told by repre- 
sentatives of management that they were not to 
vote and that they were to inform other employ- 
ees not to vote on pain of discharge if they 
disobeyed these "suggestions". Such conduct 
displays a studied contempt of the principles 
of freedom of choice implicit in the Act. It 
strikes at the very heart of the scheme pro- 
vided by the legislation for ascertaining the 
wishes of the employees through a representation 
vote by destroying, in effect, the secrecy of 
the ballot. Having regard to these consider- 
ations and the circumstances of this case, in- 
cluding the fact that counsel for the respondent 
stated that the respondent, although not consent- 
ing, was nevertheless not objecting to certifi- 
cation and the further fact that the objection to 
certification by a group of employees was with- 
drawn, the Board revokes its decision of June 13, 
1960, in this matter and substitutes therefore 
the following: 


The Board finds that all employees of the 
respondent at the Eastern Avenue, Toronto, Plant 
of its Browns! Bread Division, save and except 
foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, office staff, security 
guards, driver salesmen, transport drivers, special 
delivery employees, persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week and students hired 
for the school vacation period, constitute a unit 
of employees of the respondent appropriate for 
collective bargaining. 
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The Board finds further, on the basis of 
all the evidence before it, that more than fifty 
per cent of the employees in the bargaining unit 
are members of the applicant, and that in the 
circumstances of this case, as disclosed by the 
evidence, the true wishes of the employees are 
not likely to be disclosed by a representation 
vote. 


Having regard to the provisions of 
section 7(5) of The Labour Relations Act a 
certificate will issue." 


20,288-60: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. McFadden Lumber Company (Sultan Area in the 
District of Sudbury) (Respondent). 


Unit No. 1: "all employees of the respondent in its wood 
cutting operations in the Suitan Area in the District of 
Sudbury which are included in that part of Crown License 
D-1606 bounded on the north and east by the license limits 
and on the south by the northerly limits of the 1948 burn 
and on the west by the Aubinadong-Wenebegon height of land, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
Scalers, assistant scalers, supervisors, clerks and office 
staff." (61 employees in the unit). 


Unit No. 2: "all employees of the respondent at Sultan, 
save and except store manager, garage foreman, office staff 
and persons bound by @ subsisting collective agreement 
between the applicant and the respondent." 

(68 employees in the unit). 


20,310-60: Bricklayers, Masons, Plasterers, Cement 
Finishers of America, Local Union No. 13 (Applicant) v. 
Arnold Wyma (Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all bricklayers and bricklayers! apprentices of the 
respondent employed at and working out of Cornwall, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." (9 employees in the unit). 


20,486-60: Hotel Motel & Restaurant Employees Union Local 
Now ooo. APG. -0 1.0. -C EC) applicant) vi Are Teipauct, 
carrying on business under the name of Harmony Lunch 
Restaurant (Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at the 
Harmony Lunch Restaurant at Cornwall, save and except 
manager, office staff, and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." (3 employees in the unit). 
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20,490-60: Plumbers - Pipefitters Local 552, of the United 
Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the plumbing 
and pipefitting industry abil ta v. John Mahoney 
Installations Pindagey (Respondent 


Unit: “all journeymen plumbers, steamfitters, pipefitters, 
pipewelders and their apprentices in the employ of the 
respondent at Windsor, save and except foremen and persons 
above the rank of foreman." (13 employees in the unit). 


20,520-60; Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
647 (Applicant) v. Dependable Caterers Limited (Scarborough) 
(Respondent) v. Hotel & Restaurant Employees and Bartenders' 
International Union, A.F,L.-C.1.0.-C.L.C. Restaurant, 
Cafeteria & Tavern Employees Union Local 254 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all driver-salesmen in the employaf the respondent 

at Scarborough save and except route supervisors, and persons 
above the rank of route supervisor, 

(18 employees in the unit). 


20,556-60: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
607 (Applicant) v. Brampton All-Jersey Dairy Limited 
(Brampton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brampton, save and 
except foremen, route foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman or route foreman, office staff, dairy bar employees, 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week and students hired for the school vacation period." 

(9 employees in the unit). 


20,573-60: Textile Workers Union of America, CLC-AFL-CIO 
Applicant) v. Deerfield Plastics Limited (Newmarket) 
Feet ace eat v. Deerfield Plastics Employees Association 
Intervener), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Newmarket, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week," (32 employees in the unit) 


20,575-60: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
Applicant) v. T, W. Dodd Machine Works (St. Catharines) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at St. 
Catharines, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office staff and persons regularly employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week." © employees in the unit). 
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20,583-60: Shopmens Local Union #743 of International 
Association of Bridge, Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers, 
Affiliated with the A,F.L.-C.1I.0, (Applicant) v. Frankel 
Steel Construction Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent) v. United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America (Intervener) v. International Hod Carriers' 
Building & Common Labourers! Union, Local 506 (Intervener). 
(Intervener dismissed). | 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Concrete Form 
Division Shop in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except fore- 
men, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
employees engaged in field erection or field installation 
work and persons covered by a subsisting collective agree- 
ment between the respondent and The Toronto and District 
Council of Carpenters and Millmen, United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America." 

(71 employees in the unit). 


20,586-60: United Brotherhocd of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Temiskaming Construction 
Limited (Kamiskotia Porcupine Mine Project, Township of 
Robb) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at its Kamiskotia Porcupine Mine 
Project in the Township of Robb, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(21 employees in the unit). 


20,656-60: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of 
America (Applicant) v. Art's Moving and Storage Company 
(Windsor) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Windsor, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (3 employees in the unit). 


Certified Subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


67-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
aeeecan v. Silverwood Dairies Limited (London plant) 
Respondent) v. Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union 
No. 647 (Intervener) v. International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers, firemen and their helpers 
in the employ of the respondent at its London Plant,” 
(12 employees in the unit). 
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Number of names of persons on 

revised list ri 
Number of persons who cast 

ballots it 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant sia! 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 0 


71-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Salada-Shirriff-Horsey Ltd. (Matilda Street 
plant, Toronto) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers at the respondent's plant 
on Matilda Street, Toronto, save and except the chief 
engineer," (3 employees in the unit). 


Number of eligible voters 3 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 1 


92-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 

BERL EGER) v. Chrysler Corporation of Canada, Limited 
Chatham power plants) (Respondent) v. International Union 

of Operating Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: “all stationary engineers, firemen, and labourers 
employed in the power plants of the respondent at Chatham, 
save and except supervisors and persons above the rank of 
supervisor." (8 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on voters! list 8 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


Q4-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 


Applicant) v. Bucyrus-Erie Company of Canada, Ltd. 
Guelph) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the power house of the 
respondent at Guelph." (4 employees in the unit). 
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Number of names on voters! list 4 
Number of ballots cast dy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


111-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. The Homewood Sanitarium of Guelph, Ontario, 
Limited (Respondent) v. National Union of Operating 
Engineers of Canada, Local 14922, District 50, United 
Mine Workers of America; (formerly National Union of 
Operating Engineers of Canada, Local No. 851, United 
Construction Workers, United Mine Workers of America) 
(Intervener), 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers employed in the boiler house of 

the respondent at Guelph, Ontario, save and except the 

chief engineer and persons above the rank of chief engineer." 
(4 employees in the unit). 





Number on revised voters! list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


115-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. General Motors of Canada, Limited (power 
house, Windsor) (Respondent) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and helpers employed by 
the respondent in its power house at Windsor, save and 
except chief engineers." (8 employees in the unit). 

Number on revised voters! list 8 

Number of ballots cast 8 

Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 8 

Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


120-60-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and 
Construction Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union 
No. 230, of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters 
Applicant) v. Ottawa Pre-Mixed Concrete Limited (Ottawa) 
Respondent) v. Canadian Construction Workers! Union, 
Division No. 1(N.C.C.L.) (Intervener). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff and quality and customer control employees." 
(68 employees in the unit). 


Number on revised voters! list. 68 
Number of ballots cast 68 
Number of spoiled ballots aH 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicarit 67 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


141-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
eae v. Viceroy Manufacturing Company Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent). v. International Union of Operating Engineers 
Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and helpers employed in the 
respondent's power house in its plant No. 1, Dupont Street, 
Toronto, Ontario, save and except the chief engineer." 

(7 employees in the unit). 


Number of eligible voters v8 
Number of ballots cast ‘5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant a 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


142-60-R; International Union, United Automobile Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) 
(Applicant) v. Ensign Motors Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, car salesmen, outside parts salesmen, service sales- 
men and persons regularly employed for not more than twenty- 


four hours per week." (60 employees in the unit). 
Number on revised voters! list 60 
Number of ballots cast 60 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 55 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 5 


Certified Subject to Post-Hearing Vote. 


101-60-R: Canadian Mobile Homes Workers Union No. 155 

N.C.C.L. (Applicant) v. London Precision Buildings Ltd. 
(London Township) (Respondent) v. United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters & Joiners of America Local 3054 (Intervener). 


Run iy fo), 
a si oe an ik Y 






| 
- 












nt i : 
“ie } a a 4 ; g 5 A " at 
‘Toa ial s r > ; on 9. c “a rime A 
Lomas: s) ie 1 Bas ‘i 5 Ted “89 . 7 
Aa An bic \ ie aes tat vA to 
a. ee 
od font ev z a te eg abed 304 Ce ey ; nL 
ya Ne ee oe ont t \ at rr. on 
ak fhege: 30 todma 
Miers 1 oo mane Meh ts ae 
“To ai "4 sa 
my ; 4 
a hie oa! 





| saewhtctwem Yasue ts won t | hat?) LHL | 
Sealabaha hetiant yvyneqarod galwios wast yer : of ; Pt mSOLIQGA) — 
vienalyee gals ieg) to: ‘aobt Tene Rage mt ov st ee oqaeh) 





erg, AX beyotame eveq ior ‘Bing 8 
Weotye Gnoqud: fb .0f oa 
" asertbane Lelie add gq 
































ae nts = and 

BhK9 #8) ht | 
AOE oad nt *ssoytges y) 

Bote etd fe to nedmou 


\ 


_) 


mn) aso -aYollad to sedmim) —— i 
| nit bet em asefiad to ‘admet a 
y Stolle To syovat i 
nt Hhedtem eolled' ko tedaw | 
) | "onevrssal - Yo aove?d 


JLst9tLA slidomodwA headin Laotatl Leer bd darredt aT O3-Sis 
Wi) sobtomA Lo atedtolt, ¢nomeLamh (omdsuok QR Bae 7 
.(drobrogsal) (odnerio®) Gov tmtt ecto, tyke 5 w ana faq) 7 
bas oes yodaetol oe Siobroqne'r omy ‘be -saeyoLqms ira" sha 
soltlo .itameto?l Jo saa: oft evode anhaisq .nadiete't Jgeo 

snetin eolvisa ,femeelse aitaq obletvo ,fempatss ao ,Tiade 
“tied nant econ Por io. bey igus a at BOR LOT bas fon |, 
(tine, sad ak aeeveiqes 0 a6e 1a) savor awe? of 


Oo : Jatl 'sietov bealvedt no sede 
O9 case atatied Yo tedmy 
| al hoiten etoLleg To soda | ‘a 
<a Oy sae Rens da to twovet ‘- 
aut boiaat & eLlad Io tedmuli 7 


© | | “coaevasgal te WoVel 


22% .oM aoldl sxeitaW semoll ee 

‘baa : heaeaeenelen mtstoest gobaal’. 
to hoodeg tort Detiay wv. (dnebnoqaen): 
.( tonevTarnT ) aa Ameo) SobttemA Io) 


- 326 - 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London Township, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office and sales staff." (17 employees in the unit). 





Number on revised voters! list ay 
Number of ballots cast bE 
Number of spoiled ballots 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 10 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 5 


19,611-60; Anaconda Iron Ore (Ont.) Employees Union 
(Applicant) v. Anaconda Iron Ore (Ontario) Limited (in its 
operations in an approximate rectangular area starting at a 
point thirty miles east of Cavell Station on the C.N.R. 

main line that runs through Cavell Station and continuing 
west along the main line of the C.N.R. for a distance of 
sixty miles, bounded on the North by a line seventy miles 
north of and parallel to the main line of the C.N.R. running 
through Cavell Station) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its operation in 
an approximate rectangular area starting at a point thirty 
miles east of Cavell Station on the C.N.R. main line that 
runs through Cavell Station and continuing west along the 
main line of the C.N.R. for a distance of sixty miles, 
bounded on the North by a line seventy miles north of and 
parallel to the main line of the C.N.R. running through 
Cavell Station, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, office staff, employees in the engineering 
and geological departments and security guards," 

(77 employees in the unit). 





On July 20, 1960, the Board endorsed the Record in part as 
follows: 


"Por the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that head assayers are in the geological 
department and are excluded from the bargaining 
unit, but that samplers are included in the 
bargaining unit. The Board notes the agreement 
of the parties that the timekeepers are members 
of the office staff in this case and are excluded 
from the bargaining unit and the further agree- 
ment of the parties that chemists, fire assayers, 
and temporary road construction employees are 
excluded from the unit. 


The Board notes that the persons classified 
by the respondent company as gatemen are security 
guards and are excluded from the bargaining unit," 
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The Board directed that a representation vote be taken. The 
majority directed that the employees be offered a choice 
between the applicant and the intervener and stated further: 


"Tn view of the isolated position of the 
operation and the difficulties that the officials 
of the intervening union have experienced in gain- 
ing access to the employees resident on the respon- 
dent's property, the Board directs that the respon- 
dent afford to the applicant and the intervener 
equal opportunity and facilities to distribute 
propaganda and to engage in electioneering between 
the date this decision is served on the respondent 
and the date that the Registrar's usual direction 
prohibiting propaganda and electioneering takes 
effect. In this connection, the Board notes re- 
commendation 8 of the Report of the Select Committee 
on Labour Relations of the Ontario Legislature 
(1958)." 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"T dissent. The respondent's refusal to 
permit a union representative access to the 
employees! living area on this deeply isolated 
project is an unreasonable denial of a right 
to associate for a lawful purpose, 


In contrast the respondent granted 
employees permission to meet in the project 
dining room to form an employees! association. 


Particularly in view of this employer 
discrimination and in all the circumstances 
of this case, I would refuse status to the 
employees! association and order a secret 
ballot vote carrying only the name of the 
applicant union." 


On December 20th, 1960, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The Board's direction for the taking of a 
representation vote in this case, issued on July 
26, 1960, included a direction 'that the respondent 
afford to the applicant and the intervener equal 
opportunity and facilities to distribute propaganda 
and to engage in electioneering' during stated 
periods. 
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Subsequently, the parties met and reached 

an understanding as to the manner in 

which the direction of the Board was to 

be carried into effect. If the represent- 
atives of the interveners were of opinion 
that they were not being afforded the 

'equal opportunity and facilities' provided 
for in the Board's direction, they should 
have sought a ruling from the Board before 
the understanding was concluded. Having 
failed to seek such a ruling at that time 

and having regard to the arrangements that 
were in fact made, the intervener cannot 

now be heard to say that the terms of the 
arrangements did not comply with the Board's 
direction. In this connection, it should be 
pointed out that the understanding arrived 

avy expressly recognized the right of the 
employees of the respondent to engage in 
Vdiscussion and electioneering', the only 
restriction being that such activity be 
conducted outside of working hours. In so 
far as non-employees are concerned, the same 
opporvunity was afforded to the applicant and 
to the intervener. In addition, the parties 
expressly stipulated that no non-employee 
representative 'will enter the bunk house', 
It is this last-mentioned stipulation which 
the intervener regarded as the most objection- 
able feature of the arrangement. On the evi- 
dence presented at the hearing, we are unable 
to find that the respondent company violated 
the understanding arrived at between the parties 
The situation might well have been other-wise 
if the arrangement had not been carried out in 
accordance with its terms. 


We are of the opinion that the evidence 
presented by the intervener in support of its 
objections to the representation vote conducted 
in this matter is insufficient to warrant the 
direction of a’ further vote." 


Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast 83 
Number of ballots segregated 
(not counted) T 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 
Anaconda Iron Ore (Ont.) 


Employees’ Union 63 


84 
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Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener, 
United Steelworkers of America Ls 


20,118-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 

ae ae v. The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto 
Respondent) v. The International Union of Operating Engineers 
Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and their helpers in the 
employ of the respondent, save and except engineers-in-charge 
and persons above the rank of engineers-in-charge." 

(58 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"There are two issues in this case: 


(i) Is the applicant a trade union within 
the meaning of Section 1 (1) (1) of The Labour 
Relations Act? ; 


(ii) Is the bargaining unit proposed by the 
applicant appropriate for collective bargaining 
under the terms of section 6 of the Act? 


The applicant is clearly an organization of 
employees formed for purposes that include the 
regulation of relations between employees and em- 
ployers. However, it is suggested that it fails 
to meet the requirements of the Act because its 
constitution does not provide in express terms 
for "a right of appeal", which presumably means 
that there is no express provision in the consti- 
tution that entitles a member to appeal to some 
authority in the organization against unjust 
suspension or expulsion. There is nothing in 
the Act which, either expressly or impliedly, 
empowers the Board to dismiss an application 
because the constitution of an applicant organ- 
ization, which is otherwise appropriate lacks such 
@ provision. If the Board were to make the in- 
clusion of an "appeal" clause a condition of its 
recognizing an organization of employees as a trade 
union, it would be exceeding its jurisdiction. It 
may be that, where there is in the constitution of 
an organization a power vested in some body to 
expel a person from membership in the organization, 
it would be a sound administrative practice to 
establish a procedure whereby a member subject to 
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expulsion might be informed of the grounds of 
complaint against him and might be afforded an 
opportunity to be heard. But even where there 

is no such provision, the principles of natural 
justice will supply the omission. In any event, 
the constitution of the applicant in the instant 
case contains no provision empowering anyone to 
expel a member and, indeed, a member cannot even 
be suspended until he is in default in payment 

of dues "for three months running" and even then 
only “if he fails to respond to a registered 
etter to his last-known address within the next 
month", As the learned author of Lloyd on The 
Law of Unincorporated Associations says (p. 116): 
TA power of expulsion exists only when it is 
expressly conferred by the rules themselves". 
Wnether an organization can function efficiently 
without a power of expulsion is not a consider- 
ation for this Board. In view of these consider- 
ations and the evidence as to the status of the 
apolicant union presented to us at the hearing, 

I find that the applicant is a trade union within 
the meaning of section 1(1) (i) of The Labour 
Relations Act. ; 


On the second issue to which I referred at 
the commencement of these reasons, namely the 
bargaining unit, it need only be said that the 
unit proposed by the applicant is appropriate on 
any one of three grounds: (i) it is an appropriate 
bargaining unit under section 6(2) of the Act; 
(ii) it is an appropriate bargaining unit having 
regari to the provisions of section 40 of the Act; 
and (iii) it is an appropriate unit as a "tag-end" 
unit having regard to the extent of the bargaining 
rights of other trade unions representing the other 
employees of the respondent. 


= find that all stationary engineers and their 
helpers in the employ of the respondent, save and 
except engineers-in-charge and persons above the 
rank cf engineers-in-charge, constitute a unit of 
employees of the respondent appropriate for collec- 
tive bargaining. I further find, on the basis of 
all the evidence before me, that more than forty- 
five per cent of the employees in the bargaining 
unit are members of the applicant. A representation 
vote will be taken of employees of the respondent in 
the bargaining unit, 
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All employees of the respondent in the bargaining 
unit on the date hereof who do not voluntarily 
terminate their employment or are not discharged 
for cause between the date hereof and the time 

the vote is taken will be eligible to vote. Voters 
will be asked to indicate whether or not they wish 
to bargain collectively through the applicant or 
the intervener. 


The matter is referred to the Registrar. 
Board Member C. C. Young in a concurring decision said: 


While I am satisfied that the Board is entitled 
to require that trade union constitutions make 
reasonable provision for such things as control by 
members over the affairs of the organization, I am 
satisfied that there is no absence of such control 
and no denial of the rights of individual members 
to be detected in the applicant's constitution in 
this case. If in some future case an organization 
presented a constitution which was so defective, I 
might well conclude that such an organization was not 
an organization of employees as contemplated in 
section 1 (1) (1) of The Labour Relations Act. 


In the result, then, I concur in the decision 
of the Chairman in both of the issues in this case. 


Board Member G. Russell Harvey dissented and said: 


I dissent. Based on the proposition that a 
constitution is a contract of membership, I would 
refuse status if the constitution does not include 
certain basic rights such as election of officers, 
membership meetings and the right of appeal. In 
this case right of appeal does not appear. Although 
it was argued this constitution only provides for 
suspension for failure to pay dues, it is inconceivable 
that, in accepted democratic procedure, an organ- 
ization can function without internal disciplinary 
authority and the resulting need for the right of 
appeal. 


It is my opinion that the Board has jurisdiction 
to refuse status to an organization under the Act if 
the constitution of the organization did not provide 
for the election of officers and the Board has in 
fact taken that position in its decision in the 
Harris Case (August 24, 1960). 
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It is of equal importance that in the exercise of 
an inherent right to make and enforce its laws and 
punish an offender, even to the extent of expul- 
sion, an organization must provide for the right of 
appeal as a relevent consideration for status en- 
titlement. 


I further dissent on the ground the applicant 
does not qualify for craft rights as there is no 
history of craft bargaining and is not entitled to 
certification in a unit separated only as a result 
of rights granted to a craft union. In my opinion 
the rights granted by section 6 (2) of the Act are 
exclusive and a union seeking to displace must 
qualify for the exercise of that right. A trade 
union is not entitled to gain indirectly, as the 
applicant is attempting to do in this proceeding, 
what it cannot obtain directly. 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 50 
Number of ballots cast a, 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 465 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 5 


20,128-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Applicant) v. The Hydro Electric Power Commission of Ontario 
Richard L. Hearn Generating Station, Toronto) (J. Clark 

Keith Generating Station, Windsor) (Respondent) v. Inter- 

national Union of Operating Engineers, Local 796 (Intervener 

1) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 944 
(Intervener 2) v. Ontario Hydro Employees Union N.U.P S.E.- 

C.L.C. (Intervener 3). 


Board Member G. R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"Por the reasons given in The Municipality 
of Metropolitan Toronto Case, I dissent. I would 
have dismissed the application of the applicant." 


Unit #1: "all employees of the respondent at its Richard 
L. Hearn Generating Station at Toronto, save and except 
shift supervisors, foremen, persons above the rank of fore- 
man, office staff, electrical operators and technicians." 
(234 employees in the unit). 


Unit #2: "all employees of the respondent at its J. Clark 
Keith Generating Station at Windsor, save and except shift 
supervisors, foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff, electrical operators and technicians," 

(100 employees in the unit). 
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Constituency #1 


Number of names on revised 


eligibility list 234 
Number of ballots cast 220 
Number of ballots spoiled ag 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 201 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of Intervener #1, 
International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 796 18 


Constituency #2 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 100 
Number of ballots cast 100 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 95 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Intervener #2, 

International Union of 

Operating Engineers, Local 944 5 


20,283-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Larry-Price Buildings Limited (410 Adelaide 
Street West, Toronto) (Respondent) v. International Union 
of Operating Engineers, Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers, employed by the respondent at 410 
Adelaide Street West, Toronto." (3 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on 

eligibility list 3 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in © 

favour of intervener 1 


20,339-60: Sheet Metal Workers! International Association, 
Local Union 397 (Applicant) v. Northland Machinery Supply 
Co. Limited (Fort William) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Fort William 
engaged in the application of roofing material (other than 
wood shingles and metal) save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman, office 
staff and persons covered by subsisting collective agreement." 
(15 employees in the unit). 
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Board Member G. R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have included 
Roger Dorval in the bargaining unit." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 10 
Number of ballots cast 10 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) zh 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 9 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 0 


20,594-60: Canadian Brotherhood of Railway, Transport and 
General Workers (Applicant) v. Transit Mixed Concrete and 
Builders Supply Limited (within a twenty mile radius of St. 
Cathanines City Hall) (Respondent) v. Transit Mixed Employees' 
Association (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent within a twenty mile 
radius of St. Catharines City Hall, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, plant 
protection staff, students hired for the school vacation 
periods and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week," (41 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eniei bility list Ady 
Number of ballots cast Yd 
Number of ballots apoiled At 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant- 24 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 19 


20,626-60: International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Applicant) v. Canada Glazed Papers Limited 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent) v. Printing Specialties 
& Paper Products Union, Local 466 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers, save and except chief engineer in 
the employ of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto." 

(5 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on 

eligibility list ry 
Number of ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
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Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 0 


20,695-60: Sudbury General Workers' Union, Local 101 C.L.C. 
Applicant) v. Palm Dairies Limited (District of Sudbury) 
Peace v. The Sudbury and District General Workers'! 
Union Local 902 of the International Union of Mine Mill and 
Smelter Workers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the District of 
Sudbury save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (51 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 50 
Number of ballots cast 48 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant a2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 16 


20,701-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
eae v. Northern Miner Press Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Toronto." (4 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

in favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


Applications for Certification Dismissed no Vote Conducted 


198-60-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Laborers' Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. 
Universal Plumbing and Heating Co. Ltd. (R.C.A.F. Station 
Project, Moosonee) (Respondent). (8 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"Application dismissed by reason of the 


non-appearance of the applicant at the hear- 
ing held by the Board in the matter," 
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243-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 

| eases v. Canadian Industries Limited (Nobel Works) 
Respondent) v. Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers International 
Union and its Local 16-684 (Intervener). (228 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The terminal date fixed for this appli- 
cation by the Registrar was December 13, 1960. 
Under section 6 of the Rules, the applicant was 
required to file a statement on status of trade 
union in Form 8 and a declaration concerning 
membership documents in Form 9 not later than 
the second day after the terminal date. No such 
form had been received by the Board by December 
19, 1960, the date of the meeting held by the 
examiner witta the parties for the purpose of 
making arrangements for the pre-hearing vote 
requested by tne applicant in this case or, 
for that metter, up to the date of this decision 
when the examiner's report was considered by the 
Board." 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 


20,546-60: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) 
v. MacDonnell Memorial Hospital (Cornwall) (Respondent). 
(128 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, 
the Board following its usual practice in 
such cases, dismisses the application.” 
Post Hearing 


Applications for Certification Dismissed Subsequent to Vote 


82-60-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Gamble Robinson Limited (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff, persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week and students hired for the school 
vacation period." (10 employees in the unit). 
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Board Member Edmund Boyer dissented and said: 


"T dissent. In all the circumstances 
of this case I would not have ordered a vote." 


Number of names on revised voters! list 
Number of persons who cast ballots a 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 8 


19,139-59: Hotel & Restaurant Employees and Bartenders' 
International Union, A.F.L.-C.1.0. C.L.C. Restaurant, 
Cafeteria & Tavern Employees Union Local 254 (Applicant) v 
Dependable Caterers Limited (Scarborough) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent employed at or 
working out of its premises at Scarborough, save and excep 
the manager, assistant manager, road supervisors, head 
shipper, head chef, head baker, forelady, head mechanic, 
office staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week, and persons hired for the school 
vacation period." (38 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast 2g 
Number of ballots spoiled 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 10 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant LW é 


20,284-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 

De LEEEn v. Siporex Limited (Township of Scarborough) 
Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers 
Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at its plant in the Township of Scarborough." 
(4 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on revised 


eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots segregated x 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant O 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 3 
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20, 338-60: International Chemical Workers Union, A.F. of 
L. - C.2.0. - C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Hart Products Company 
of Canada Limited (Guelph) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Guelph, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
and sales staff and laboratory technicians." 
(22 employees in the unit). 
Number of names on revised 
eligibility list 22 
~ Number of ballots cast ce 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 1 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant reat 


20,659-60: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Windsor Packing Company, Limited (Windsor 
Plant) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
944 (Intervener). 


Unit: ‘all stationary engineers and helpers engaged in the 
operation and covering generally maintenance, power, heating 
and refrigeration equipment at the Windsor Plant of the 
respondent." (4 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast df 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


APPLICATION:. FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING DECEMBER 1960 


20,627-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local #2486 (Applicant) v. Atlas-Robertson (Joint 
Venture) (North Bay Project) (Respondent). (10 employees). 


APPLICATIONS FOR TERMINATION OF BARGAINING RIGHTS DISPOSED 
OF DURING DECEMBER 1960, 


55-60-R: Employees of Rollit Products Limited (Applicant ) 
v. International Union of Electrical, Radio and. Machine 
Workers, AFL-CIO, CLC aes) and its Local 552 (Respondent). 
(Granted) (18 employees). 
(Re: Rollit Products Limited, 

Brockville, Ontario) 
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116-60-R: Wilson & Somerville, Limited (St. Thomas) 
(Applicant) v. Sheet Metal Workers, International Association, 
Local Union #473 (Respondent). (Granted) (9 employees). 


(Re: Wilson & Somerville, Limited, 
St. Thomas, Ontario). 


171-60-R: Wesmak Lumber Company Limited (District of Sudbury) 
Applicant) v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union Local 2537 
gee oreaaty (Dismissed) (60 employees). 
(Re: Wesmak Lumber Company Limited, 
District of Sudbury) 


208-60-R: Victor Stevenson, Norman F. Holland and Samuel J, 
McFarlane on their own behalf and on behalf of the Employees 
of Consumers Gas Company Limited (Applicant) v. International 
Grenscal yorkerea’ Union, \CLL.C., eb. les Cyb.0.,). Local, JO 
(Respondent). (10 employees). 


Re: Consumers Gas Company Limited, 
Regulator Group, Toronto) 


17,056-58: Andre Mageau - and - H. George Preseault 


Applicant) v. International Woodworkers of America 
peer aerey (Granted) (67 employees). 


Re: Field Lumber (1956) Limited, 
Field Sawmill, 
Field, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast 50 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent fe 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 39 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"In all the circumstances of this case the 
segregated ballots cannot affect the result of 
the vote. The registrar is therefore directed 
to destroy the segregated ballots which were 
not counted and in so doing, preserve the 
secrecy thereof," 
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20,655-60: LC S Metals Corporation Limited (Brantford 
plant) (Applicant) v. Local 1673, International Association 
of Machinists (Respondent) (Granted) (12 employees). 


(Re: LC S Metals Corporation Limited, 
Brantford, Ontario) 


Number of names on 

eligibility list iz 
Number of ballots cast 12 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of the respondent 1 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to the respondent a 


APPLICATION FOR DETERMINATION UNDER SECTION 68 DISPOSED OF 
DECEMBER 1960 


19,677-60: TT. Barbisen & Sons (Windsor) (Applicant) v. 
Operative Plasterers & Cement Masons International Association 
of United States and Canada Local 345 (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn ) 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED 
OF DURING DECEMBER 1960 


1-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Toronto) 
(Applicant) v. Operative Plasters and Cement Masons 
International Association of United States and Canada Local 
598 (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


15-60-U: Omega Marble Tile and Terrazo Limited (Simpsons 
Parking Lot project, Richmond Street West, Toronto) 

fe eee v. Sante Diero, Rena Ortolan and Luigi Sintello 
Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


257-60-U: George and Asmussen Limited (Sarnia Sewage 
Treatment Plant, Sarnia) (Applicant) v. Peter Lubbers, Herman 
Kremer and Henry Toernders (Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


276-60-U: George and Asmussen Limited (George Town Hospital 
project) (Applicant) v. Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers 
International Union Local No. 2, Ontario (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn) 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
DECEMBER 1960 


20,107-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
C. Thorne (Toronto) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


20,108-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
York Steel Construction Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn ) 


20,109-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
York Steel Construction Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 
‘Withdrawn ) 


£0,110-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
¢. Thorne (Toronto) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 

29,111-60: United Steelworkers of America Paper aay V3 
York Steel Construction Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn) 


20,112-60: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
C. Thorne (Toronto) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


20,464-60: Hill-Clark-Francis Limited (Project known as the 
Extension to the Sudbury Mining and Technical School on 
College Street in Sudbury, Ontario) (Applicant) v. James Tye 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


258-60-U: George and Asmussen Limited (George Town Hospital) 
(Applicant) v. John Zanussi (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


259-60-U: George and Asmussen Limited (George Town Hospital) 
(Applicant) v. Donald Williams (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


260-60-U: George & Asmussen Limited (Sarnia Sewage Treatment 
Plant) (Applicant) v. Peter Lubbers, Herman Kremer and 
Henry Toernders (Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


273-60-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2995 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America - 
A.F.L. - C.1I.0. (Applicant) v. Kokotow Lumber Limited 
(Planing Mill in.Dack Township) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 57 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 


DISPOSED OF DURING DECEMBER 1900 


66-60-U: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America i nae v. 
Drummond Transit Co. Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent), 
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95-60-U: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Complainant) v. 
Drummond Transit Co. Ltd. (Respondent). 


102-60-U: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Complainant) v. 

Drummond Transit Co. Ltd. (Respondent). 


215-60-U: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Complainant) v. National Showcase Company Limited 
(Toronto) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing this 
complaint is dismissed.” 


228-60-U: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and 
Miscellaneous Drivers (Complainant) v. National Sea Products 
Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The complaint of the complainant in so 
far as it concerns Leonard Arsenault and Carl 
Richar, two of the aggrieved persons is with- 
drawn by leave of the Board. 


In so far as the complaint concerns 
John Thomas Serson, on considering the 
statements obtained by the Field Officer, 
Mrs (oN Flannery, Si Ghe course of his 
enquiry into the complaint in this matter, 
including the statement of the aggrieved 
person, as well as those of other persons 
interviewed, we are of opinion that no 
further enquiry by the Board into the com- 
plaint should be made. The complaint is 
accordingly dismissed," 


264-60-U: National Union of Public Employees (Complainant) 
v. City Parking Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS 
f 


19626-60: Intérnational Chemical Workers Union, AFL-CIO-CLC, 


ey) v. Kemball, Bishop (Company) Canada Limited. 
Respondent). 


The Board eridorsed the Record as follows: 


‘The applicant union entered into a collective 
agreement with the respondent company Kemball Bishop & 
Co. (Canada) Ltd., effective as of March 1, 1958. We 
were told at the hearing that the respondent company was 
a joint venture of Pfizer Corporation of the United States 
and Kemball Bishop of England. Some time in December, 1958, 
the assets of Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd. were sold 
to Pfizer Corporation and the latter corporation has carried 
on business at Cornwall as Kemball Bishop Canada Division of 
Pfizer Corporation, apparently retaining substantially the 
same staff of employees and engaging in the production and 
distribution of the same products as its predecessor. Kem- 
ball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd., although its charter has 
not been surrendered, has been "dormant" since that time and 
it has had novemployees. The Pfizer Corporation observed the 
terms of the agreement between the applicant union and Kem- 
ball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd. right up to its expiry date, 
even checking off union dues as provided in that agreement and 
remitting the dues to the applicant union. On January 1, 1960, 
the applicant union wrote to Kemball Bishop & €o. (Canada) Ltd. 
advising the company of its desire to negotiate amendments to 
the agreement. The union's letter was addressed to the atten- 
tion of Mr. Hugh Stephens, Vice-President. Under date of Feb- 
ruary 8, 1960, Mr. Stephens wrote to the union on the stationery 
of Kemball Bishop of Canada Division of Pfizer Corporation 
acknowledging the union's letter relative to changes in the 
agreement between the union and Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada) 
Ltd. He then proceeded as follows: "We, too, have some changes 
for your consideration, and suggest you choose some day in the 
week beginning February 15th/60. Please let us know what day 
you would prefer, and suitable arrangements will be made for a 
meeting in Cornwall". The letter is signed "For Kemball Bishop 
Canada Division of Pfizer Corporation" by Hugh Stephens, Manager. 
Cornwall Works. Arrangements were duly made and meetings were 
held on February 22nd, and March 8th and 22nd, 1960. When the 
negotiations reached a deadlock, the applicant union appiied for 
conciliation services and notice of the filing of the application 
was duly served by the Registrar on Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada. 
Ltd. Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd. did not file a reply but 
Mr. R. H. Jackson, whose status has not been established, wrote 
to the Board "For Kemball Bishop Canada Div. of Pfizer Corpn.” 
as follows: 


We have to advise you that Kemball, Bishop & Co. 
(Canada) Ltd. is dormant and has not been in business 

or had any employees on its payroll since 1st December 
1958, when it sold all its assets to the Pfizer Corpora- 
tion, The former Company's business has since been 
continued by the Corporation under the style of "Kemball 
Bishop Canada, division of Pfizer Corporation." 
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The recantly expired agreement with the Company 
does not contain any provision for transfer to a 
successor and whilst the Corporation has shown 
good faith in observing its provisions for the 
remainder of its term and subsequently in several 
meetings with the Union -- to whom this has been 
explained - for negotiating a new agreement, we 
feel that any official proceedings should commence 
with the service of notices upon the present employer 
to avoid embarrassing the Conciliation Officer at 
the hearing of the matters in question, 


Since it was admitted by the applicant union at the hearing 
that Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd. is no longer "carrying 
on business" and has no employees, this is not a case in which 
conciliation services ought to be granted and the application is 
accordingly dismissed. We are not clear whether Mr. R. Malo, 
who appeared on behalf of the respondent at the hearing, was 
acting as spokesman for Kemball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd, or 
for Kemball Bishop of Canada Division of Pfizer Corporation, nor 
are we clear from the submissions he made at the hearing or from 
the letter of Mr. Jackson referred to above whether he was 
suggesting that, if the applicant union had given notice of 
desire to bargain to Kemball Bishop of Canada Division of Pfizer 
Corporation, the latter corporation would have consented to the 
amendment of the proceedings by substituting the name of Kemball 
Bishop of Canada Division of Pfizer Corporation for that of Kem- 
ball Bishop & Co. (Canada) Ltd. in these proceedings. However 
that may be, in the absence of an appropriate provision in The 
Labour Relations Act to that effect, there is no avenue for the 
Board to transfer the obligation to bargain to a successor 
employer. 


Board Member G. R. Harvey dissented and said: 


I dissent. I would have granted 
conciliation. While Kemball Bishop & Co. 
(Canada) Ltd. continues to exist as a legal 
entity, the union is entitled to exercise 
whatever rights there may flow from the 
bargaining rights which the union had 
acquired. 


(This decision was made by the Board in June 1960 and was 
inadvertently omitted from the June 1960, Monthly Report) 
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TRUSTEESHIP REPORTS FILED DECEMBER, 1960 


International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chaurfeurs 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America: Local 880 at 
Windsor, taken into trusteeship December 1952 under 
supervision of James R Hoffa who was appointed by 
the late President, Darrell J. Tobin Report 

filed by James R. Hoffa, General President, and 
John F English, General Secretary-Treasurer. 


Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America: Local 258 at Scarborough, taken 
into trusteeship in April 1955 under supervision of 
Thomas J Llioyd, International President Report 
filed by Thomas J. Lloyd, President and Patrick E. 
Gorman, sSecretary-Treasurer. 


United Steelworkers of America: Local 4433 at Port 
Colborne, taken into trusteeship in November 1956, 
under supervision of Joseph Bacon on recommendation 
of William Mahoney, National Director for Canada 
Report filed by William Mahoney, National Director 
for Canada. 


United Steelworkers of America: Local 2458 at 
Oshawa, taken into trusteeship in December 1954 
under supervision of Keith Ross on recommendation 
of William Mahoney, National Director for Canada. 
Report filed by William Mahoney, National Director 
for Canada 


United Steelworkers of America: Local 5692 at 
London, taken into trusteeship in December 1960 
under supervision of P. Daley on recommendation of 
William Mahoney, National Director for Canada. 
Report filed by William Air gap RAVES Director 
for Canada. ‘ 
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United Steelworkers of America: Local 5506 at 
Cobalt, taken into trusteesh:p in November 1957 
under supervision of P O'Donovan on recommendation 
of William Mahoney, National Director for Canada 
Report filed by William Mahoney, National Director 
for Canada 
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United Steelworkers of America: Local 4525 at 
London, taken into trusteeship in December 1959 
under supervision of Harold Rayner on recom- 
mendation of William Mahoney, National Director 
for Canada Report filed by William Mahoney, 
National. Director for Canada. 


United Steelworkers of America: Local 4582 at 
Toronto, taken into trusteeship in November 1956 
under supervision of A. Sheppard, on recommendation 
of William Mahoney, National Director for Canada. 
Report filed by William Mahoney, National Director 
for Canada. 


United Steelworkers of America: Local 4649 at 
Galt, taken into trusteeship in December 1955 
under supervision of J Jardine, on recommendation 
of William Mahoney, National Director for Canada 
Report filed by William ere National Director 
for Canada. 


International Union of Operating Engineers: Local 
O4-- at Windsor, taken into trusteeship September 
1960 under supervision of Rowland Hill, Inter- 
national Supervisor. Report filed by Rowland Hill, 
Canadian Director. 





International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America: Local Union 
879 at Hamilton, taken into trusteeship in November 
195+, under supervision of James R. Hoffa, General 
President, who was appointed by Einar O. Mohn, 
Executive Assistant to the General President, 
acting for Dave Beck, General President, Report 
filed by James R. Hoffa, General President and 

John F, English, General Secretary-Treasurer. 


International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America: Local 93 

at Toronto, taken into trusteeship December 1959 
under supervision of I.J. Thomson who was appointed 
by James R. Hoffa, General President. Report filed 
by James R Hoffa, General President and James J, 
English, General Secretary-Treasurer, 
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